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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. SIMPSON).

f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 8, 2002.

I hereby appoint the Honorable MICHAEL K.
SIMPSON to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

PRAYER

The Reverend Tom Mullins, Christ
Fellowship, Palm Beach Gardens, Flor-
ida, offered the following prayer:

Our Heavenly Father, it is our prayer
that You will grant us wisdom today,
and You will bless the Members of Con-
gress as they lead our Nation during
these challenging times. May we not
forget our dependence upon You, O
Mighty God. Your hand has been with
us through the history of our great Na-
tion.

As President Lincoln declared, ‘‘It is
the duty of nations, as well as men, to
owe their dependence upon the over-
whelming power of God, and to recog-
nize the sublime truth announced in
the Holy Scriptures and proven by all
history, that those nations only are
blessed whose God is the Lord.’’

May You continue to bless us and
guide us. Be with our President and
Members of Congress, our military per-
sonnel fighting in the war on ter-
rorism. We thank You for Your
strength and for Your wisdom, and we
recognize today that these blessings
come from You.

In Your Holy Name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. LAHOOD led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed without
amendment bills of the House of the
following titles:

H.R. 2048. An act to require a report on the
operations of the State Justice Institute.

H.R. 2305. An act to authorize certain fed-
eral officials with responsibility for the ad-
ministration of the criminal justice system
of the District of Columbia to serve on and
participate in the activities of the District of
Columbia Criminal Justice Coordinating
Council, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed bills and a concur-
rent resolution of the following titles
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested:

S. 410. An act to amend the Violence
Against Women Act of 2000 by expanding the
legal assistance for victims of violence grant
program to include legal assistance for vic-
tims of dating violence.

S. 2431. An act to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to
ensure that chaplains killed in the line of
duty receive public safety officer death bene-
fits.

S. Con. Res. 108. Concurrent resolution to
designate May 4–12, 2002, as ‘‘National Tour-
ism Week’’.

f

PASTOR TOM MULLINS

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, it is my
great honor to introduce and welcome
Senior Pastor Tom Mullins to the
United States House of Representatives
this morning.

Senior Pastor Mullins is the founder
of Christ Fellowship, an evangelical
14,000–member church in Palm Beach
Gardens, Florida. This nondenomina-
tional evangelical Christian church has
grown from about 140 people to 14,000
people under Pastor Mullins’ guidance.

Pastor Mullins left a successful ca-
reer as a football coach and athletic di-
rector to start the church. He was a
well-respected coach at Palm Beach
Gardens High School in the 1970s and at
Georgetown College in Kentucky before
becoming athletic director at Palm
Beach Community College in Lake
Worth. He started the church in 1984
while still working at the college, and
has been there ever since.

In addition, Pastor Mullins and his
wife, Donna, who joins us today in the
gallery with their daughter, Noelle, are
the founders of the Place of Hope Inter-
national, which sends food and clothing
around the world, from Peru to India.
They work locally in our County of
Palm Beach distributing food baskets
to the poor and sending thousands of
gifts during the holiday season to peo-
ple in need.

A well-respected member of our com-
munity, Pastor Mullins is an advocate
for citizen involvement in the political
process, for being good stewards of our
Nation’s heritage, and a strong sup-
porter of President Bush’s faith-based
initiative.
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Again, it is my great honor to wel-

come Pastor Mullins.
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman

from Florida.
(Mr. SHAW asked and was given per-

mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I would like to add my welcome to
Pastor Mullins. It is an honor to have
him here today.

Mr. Speaker, today we welcome Pastor Tom
Mullins of Christ Fellowship church in Palm
Beach Gardens, Florida as House Chaplain.
Pastor Mullins joins a distinguished list of cler-
gy, who have opened our daily proceeding
with prayer, including Rev. Billy Graham and
the late John Cardinal O’Connor.

Also, I am pleased to welcome Pastor
Mullins’ wife, Donna, and daughter, Noelle.

For 18 years and counting, Pastor Mullins
serves the 14,000 member Christ Fellowship
church as it senior pastor. As senior pastor,
Tom commits himself to his faith, family and
community.

On April 29, 1984, Tom and Donna, found-
ed Place of Hope children’s home for ne-
glected and abused children throughout the
Palm Beach community. Pastor Mullins also
has a desire to aid neglected children around
the world through his support and work with
Place of Hope International, which places chil-
dren in supportive, loving homes around the
world from India to Peru.

Tom’s work with children even includes a
successful high school and collegiate career
as a head football coach.

Whether as a pastor or coach, Pastor
Mullins has a strong desire in nurturing young
men and women throughout the communities
of Palm Beach county.

Mr. Speaker, Pastor Tom Mullins is a tre-
mendous leader in the South Florida commu-
nity, and it’s my privilege to welcome him and
his family to the United States House of Rep-
resentatives as our guest Chaplain.

Mr. FOLEY. Again, Mr. Speaker, it is
my great honor that Pastor Mullins
agreed to come to Washington and de-
liver the morning prayer.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded that it is inappro-
priate to refer to guests in the gallery.

f

TERRORISM MUST END, AND
AMERICA MUST RECOGNIZE
THAT ISRAEL FIGHTS ON THE
FRONT LINE AGAINST GLOBAL
TERRORISM

(Mr. LANTOS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, as the President of the United
States and the Prime Minister of Israel
were meeting in the Oval Office, yet
another homicide bombing took place
in the state of Israel.

How many more innocent civilians
will need to be killed by this mon-

strous conspiracy before the adminis-
tration and all Members of Congress
recognize that we are dealing with a
battle between civilization and the
forces of chaos and destruction? How
many millions of Saudi PR money will
be used to try to tell us that none of
this is true?

In recent months, $135 million of
Saudi money went to support ter-
rorism, and it is high time we call facts
by their proper names. The President
indicated a few months ago that ‘‘You
are either with the terrorists, or you
are with us.’’

The time has come for a clear moral
judgment. This terrorism must end,
and we must recognize that Israel is in
the forefront of the global struggle
against terrorism.

f

CONGRATULATIONS TO LARRY J.
BEHAR OF FORT LAUDERDALE
AND MARIA LORTS SACHS OF
BOCA RATON

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to congratulate Larry J.
Behar of Fort Lauderdale and Maria
Lorts Sachs of Boca Raton for receiv-
ing the Distinguished Humanitarian
Award from B’nai B’rith and the Sons
of Italy Florida Foundation. This
award gives recognition to two individ-
uals whose activities have contributed
immeasurably to the advancement of
our community.

Mr. Behar is a prominent attorney
with a specialization in immigration
and naturalization affairs, and he has
traveled extensively throughout the
world to bring international issues to
the table.

Ms. Sachs has served as the President
of Florida’s Association of Women
Lawyers, and she founded Women for
Excellence, a nonprofit organization of
professional women which provides re-
sources and provides leadership for
women.

Please join me in recognizing Larry
J. Behar and Ms. Maria Lorts Sachs for
their commitment to our south Florida
community.

f

ASKING MEMBERS TO WORK TO
BRING LUDWIG KOONS AND ALL
OF AMERICA’S ABDUCTED CHIL-
DREN HOME

(Mr. LAMPSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to think that I have talked so long
that I have become hoarse in talking
about Ludwig Koons and trying to re-
turn him from Italy to the United
States where he so desperately belongs
and needs to be. Ludwig Koons is a
child being held in a pornographic com-
pound in Italy by his mother, who is
teaching him that.

Yesterday, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. FOLEY) and I had a press con-
ference where we announced a bill that
we are going to introduce very shortly
that is called the Child Modeling Ex-
ploitation Prevention Act of 2002. We
intend to ban exploitive child modeling
from all websites that charge fees to
view models who are 16 years of age
and under. They are nothing more than
sites that cause titillation for
pedophiles.

I will make the transition from that
with my continued story about Ludwig
Koons, because he is learning that that
apparently is an okay life. I do not be-
lieve any of us believe that.

I am asking Members to join us on
this bill, but I am also continuing my
plea that we stand up as a nation and
that we demand that our State Depart-
ment or any other department of this
government, or any Member of the
House of Representatives who is will-
ing to write a letter to make a phone
call, demand that Ludwig Koons be re-
turned to the United States. Bring all
of our children home.

f

VOTE TODAY TO MOVE HAZ-
ARDOUS NUCLEAR WASTE TO A
SECURE STORAGE FACILITY

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, today the
House will vote on the most important
environmental and homeland defense
issue of the year. Spent nuclear waste
is stored at 131 locations around Amer-
ica: near Long Island Sound, in the
Tennessee Valley, and on the shores of
our precious Lake Michigan. These lo-
cations are a terrorists’ shooting gal-
lery of potential targets, and 161 mil-
lion Americans live within 75 miles of a
temporary nuclear storage site.

Today we will vote to move this ma-
terial to a secure storage facility where
the United States has already tested
hundreds of nuclear weapons. The pro-
tection of the Great Lakes is my num-
ber one priority, and moving nuclear
waste from our shores will protect our
people from terrorism and environ-
mental threats.

f

THE NATIONAL DEBT

(Mr. PASCRELL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, Thom-
as Jefferson said, ‘‘I place the economy
among the first and most important
virtues, and public debt as the greatest
of dangers. To preserve our independ-
ence, we must not let our rulers load us
with perpetual debt.’’

I hear the words of the Founding Fa-
thers on the floor evoked week after
week. I never hear these words from
Thomas Jefferson. That is because the
public debt is something we do not like
to talk about. We no longer have a
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choice in the matter. In the minute
that I will stand before Members this
morning, we will accrue almost $1 mil-
lion in interest to our public debt.
These are wasted dollars paying inter-
est on debt, rather than paying down
the debt.

Today the national debt is $6 trillion.
Since January of last year, the CBO
baseline’s projected net interest pay-
ments over the 2002 to 2011 period have
gone up by $1 trillion, from $620 billion
to $1.6 trillion, roughly $10,000 per
American household and $1,000 per
household per year.

If we make the tax cut permanent,
like some have suggested, this number
rises to almost $4,000 per household per
year. This is insanity. Mr. Speaker, I
ask that we remember the words of
Thomas Jefferson.

f

OPPOSE HOUSE JOINT RESOLU-
TION 87 AND STOP THE YUCCA
MOUNTAIN PROJECT

(Mr GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, today we
will be deciding whether to ship high-
level nuclear waste, one of the most
dangerous and deadly substances
known to man, across this great coun-
try by and through our roads and
neighborhoods and schools and park-
ways.

Mr. Speaker, today we must reject
this dangerous plan. Whatever Mem-
bers believe, let us look at some of the
startling facts.

According to the Department of
Transportation itself, there have been
over 11,000 train accidents in the past 5
years. It is estimated that at least one
train accident occurs every 24 hours.
Since 1998, 3,800 people have lost their
lives and more than 45,000 people have
been injured in train accidents in the
United States alone. Just imagine how
many more people would die or could
have been injured had these trains been
carrying high-level nuclear waste to
Yucca Mountain.

Mr. Speaker, it takes only one anti-
tank missile or one terrorist act to
cause a catastrophic nuclear disaster,
but today we can prevent that disaster.
We can oppose House Joint Resolution
87 and stop the Yucca Mountain project
now before we endanger the lives of
thousands of innocent Americans.

f

URGING MEMBERS TO PASS
STRONGEST POSSIBLE TRADE
ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR
AMERICA’S WORKERS

(Mr. SMITH of Washington asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, the Senate is considering the
President’s request for trade pro-
motional authority right now, and at
the same time, connected to it, trade

adjustment assistance, help for work-
ers who have lost their jobs.

I rise today to urge the Senate today
to pass the strongest possible trade ad-
justment assistance packages. Workers
desperately need help dealing with the
new economy. It is a land of oppor-
tunity for all of us, but there are also
challenges. Workers must continually
have access to training and education
to update their skills. They also need
the health care benefits necessary to
carry them during periods of unem-
ployment, and they also need income
assistance to help them as they move
forward and try to find new jobs.

I am a strong supporter of trade. As
a new Democrat, it is one of our top
priority issues to open trade through-
out the world and give us access to
other markets.

Connected to that, however, we have
to help the workers of our country deal
with the challenges and opportunities
that come along with that. There must
be a strong health care component.
There must be job training and edu-
cation available.

If the Senate were to put together
that type of package and pass a trade
promotional assistance bill with a
strong trade adjustment assistance
piece, I am very confident they would
be able to pass it in the House, and
they would move forward on two crit-
ical policies for this country.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded it is improper to
urge action by the other body.

f

WESTERN SAHARA
(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, last week
the United Nations considered a new
solution to the conflict over Western
Sahara, a solution which basically
gives Morocco control over Western
Sahara.

Mr. Speaker, everyone knows the Mo-
roccan people do not have a democracy.
The country is ruled by a king. They
use torture in their prisons. The former
king, father of the current king, estab-
lished the notorious and hideously bru-
tal Tazmamart prison camp in which
he imprisoned and tortured his own
family members. So how in the world
will Morocco assure that democracy is
protected for the Sahrawis?

Mr. Speaker, I am deeply disturbed
by reports that our U.S. Government
now may be willing to throw away the
rights of the people of Western Sahara
to self-determination by supporting
Moroccan claims of sovereignty to the
land. It seems that our government is
willing to bargain away fundamental
human rights for cooperation with cur-
rent agendas, after 10 years of advo-
cating self-determination for Western
Sahara.

When our country no longer cares
about the right to self-determination, a
right on which our Nation was founded,
it is a sad day, indeed.

Mr. Speaker, this is a dangerous time
to play with instability, particularly in
North Africa.

f

b 1015

PRESCRIPTION DRUG CARE
BENEFIT

(Mr. RODRIGUEZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, it is
shameful that our citizens are still
without workable prescription drug
coverage. Because of the rapid increase
of prescription drug use, as we know, it
is critical and needed; and at the time
we established Medicare, prescriptions
were not used as much, but now we un-
derstand that those senior citizens do
need prescription drugs to be able to
take care of their illnesses. We need to
be there for them to make sure that we
will get that prescription. It is unfortu-
nate, but I keep hearing stories about
our senior citizens that continue to
make decisions between buying food
and buying prescription that they
need. I hear from the spouses where
they sometimes go without prescrip-
tions to get their husbands their pre-
scriptions.

We as a community and as Ameri-
cans need to make sure that our sen-
iors have accessible prescription drug
coverage. And as Democrats we support
a prescription drug benefit coverage for
all seniors that would be voluntary and
be able to have access to them. No sen-
iors should be faced with the prospects
of not being able to afford medicine, re-
gardless of income. We need to be there
for our seniors. They have been there
for us.

f

STOP TAXING MILITARY STUDENT
LOAN REPAYMENTS

(Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, our military uses stu-
dents loan repayment to recruit for
shortages in critical military occupa-
tional specialties such as the Medical
Corps. If you are on active duty, tui-
tion assistance is not taxed as income.
If you have been honorably discharged
and received education assistance
through the GI bill, it is not taxed as
income. However, if the military needs
to recruit an individual for an occupa-
tion specialty that is needed, the stu-
dent loan repayment is taxed as in-
come.

For example, if the military pay is
$24,000 per year and he or she receives
$20,000 that year to pay a student loan,
they are taxed at an income level of
$44,000 and the tax payment has to
come out of a $24,000 salary.
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This is wrong. Support H.R. 4555 to

correct this.
f

PROBLEMS OF TANF
REAUTHORIZATION

(Ms. WATSON of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. WATSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to support my Demo-
cratic colleagues in their approach to
welfare reform. Voters overwhelmingly
believe that expanding training oppor-
tunities that will help new people from
welfare to good jobs should be a top
priority of this Congress.

The voting public supports a TANF
reform agenda of expanded access to
training, education and flexible time
limits. The polling data demonstrates
that 82 percent of Americans favor in-
creasing funding for job training and
child care. Mr. Speaker, this is what
the Democratic proposal presents.

The Republican proposals do not rep-
resent the voice of America or our wel-
fare recipients. The one-size-fits-all,
Washington-knows-best unfunded man-
dates of Republican proposals will not
work. We need to build upon the suc-
cess of the past by increasing funding
flexibility. We need to assist TANF re-
cipients to get living wage jobs so that
they have access to upward mobility.

Mr. Speaker, the Democratic pro-
posals will do just that.

f

SENIORS NEED PRESCRIPTION
DRUGS

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
here we go again. Like Yogi Berra said,
‘‘It is deja vu all over again.’’

The Republican majority is trying to
convince the American people that
they want to do something to provide
prescription drug benefit for our Na-
tion’s seniors, but it is the same pro-
posal that went nowhere last year. It is
nothing but an election year proposal
that will provide very little benefit to
most seniors.

This tiered proposal, leveled pro-
posal, treats some seniors differently
than others, despite the fact that all
seniors have paid into the program and
deserve a meaningful prescription drug
benefit.

I am in favor of providing real pre-
scription drug benefits to seniors. If
this proposal is going to work, we need
a benefit that is good for all seniors,
not just a few. Unfortunately, the Re-
publican plan will not help middle in-
come seniors who have only moderate
drug costs. Their plan is unworkable.
Even the insurance industry says that
insurance will not go for it. So what we
have here is a plan that the seniors will
not like, the insurance companies will
not like, and the public will be able to
see through. And even members of my

Republican colleagues’ party have
mentioned that this bill is not a good
proposal.

Let us stop playing games with sen-
iors’ lives. It is time to provide a mean-
ingful, generous benefit that actually
does something to address the prescrip-
tion drug problem.

f

STICK TO THE PRESIDENT’S SUP-
PLEMENTAL DEFENSE REQUEST

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, it has been
a hallmark of the Republican majority
in Congress to practice fiscal restraint
and to stand by a strong national de-
fense. Today here on Capitol Hill we
will be about the business of respond-
ing to the President’s supplemental de-
fense request, and there are some re-
ports and some discussion on Capitol
Hill that we may in this majority bring
to the floor later this week a bill that
could exceed the President’s request by
nearly 10 percent, adding in spending
on election reform and interior agen-
cies; nothing much to do with national
defense.

I urge my colleagues to hew to their
roots, Mr. Speaker. Spend not one
penny more than the President has re-
quested when we pass the defense sup-
plemental this week. By demonstrating
fiscal discipline, our majority will
renew our commitment to fiscal re-
sponsibility and to national defense
without compromising either.

f

HONORING SOUTH CAROLINA
POLICY COUNCIL

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, in 1986 a group of South Caro-
lina civic leaders dedicated to improv-
ing their State joined together and cre-
ated the South Carolina Policy Coun-
cil. South Carolina at that time was
dominated by a legislature which con-
trolled an array of semi-autonomous
boards and commissions that fostered
red tape and hindered accountability.
Through the visionary leadership of
the late Thomas A. Roe, the Policy
Council was formed to fill the void of
reformist conservative philosophy.

By publishing timely reports, com-
prehensive white papers, and hard-hit-
ting editorials, the Policy Council grew
in stature and membership. In the be-
ginning of the Republican Revolution,
Ed McMullen was chosen as its presi-
dent. The Policy Council has played a
role in every major reform debate.
From modernizing State government,
to promoting performance audits, to
reforming welfare, to cutting taxes, the
Policy Council was there. It was fur-
ther energized by dedicated researcher
Hal Eberle and now South Carolina
Senate Clerk Jeff Gossett.

Today the South Carolina Policy
Council boasts a membership of over
5,000 and regularly participates in pol-
icy debates with political, religious
and business leaders throughout the
Palmetto State.

I am honored to take this oppor-
tunity to thank the Policy Council and
to wish them well on the ongoing fight
to conserve the principles of limited
government and traditional values.

f

STRENGTHEN U.S. STEEL
INDUSTRY

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, as a rep-
resentative of industrial America, I am
urging my colleagues today to vote
both to strengthen the U.S. steel indus-
try and to put on hold plans to ship
spent nuclear material to Yucca Moun-
tain.

In an era where our rail beds as well
as human error yield major train
derailments and accidents each year,
why authorize Yucca Mountain? Why
not improve our rail beds, improve our
steel industry and make this country
an industrial leader in terms of rail
transportation?

In an age of terrorism, why have nu-
clear material moving all over this
country? And, finally, in my own dis-
trict, a recent nuclear mishap occurred
in which boric acid ate through 80
pounds of carbon steel in the central
container inside the core, I really ask
the question—Why do we have such
poor engineering and poor inspection in
the nuclear industry? Why do we have
a plant reactor that cannot be repaired
in this country? Why even if we were
able to repair it, do we have to send the
core to Japan to cast a new head and
then to France for finishing? Why is
the nuclear industry exempt with no
one responsible under the Price Ander-
son Act, for liability in the event an
accident occurs? Please, I urge my col-
leagues today to vote to strengthen the
U.S. steel industry and vote for nuclear
safety.

Vote to uphold the steel decisoin on limiting
imports and to table the Yucca Mountain nu-
clear storage proposal.

f

FREE MARTIN AND GRACIA
BURNHAM

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, today
marks the 347th day that Martin and
Gracia Burnham have been held cap-
tive by Muslim terrorists in the Phil-
ippines.

This afternoon many members of my
family, including my father and moth-
er, will arrive in Washington to visit
me and their grandchildren. As I look
forward to their visit, I think of the
Burnham family and the family re-
union they await every day. Too often
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congressional schedules keep us away
from our families. Many of us have had
to miss Little League games, school re-
citals and concerts. That is the hardest
part of our job. I cannot imagine miss-
ing a year’s worth of my children’s
lives, a year of birthdays, holidays,
games, concerts and those precious
daily moments.

Of all the hardships that Martin and
Gracia have endured in the past 111⁄2
months, the greatest must be their sep-
aration from their family and knowing
how desperately their children miss
them. I always cherish my time with
my parents and my family, but this
week I am especially aware of how
lucky I am to have time.

I encourage the Bush administration
and the Philippine government to con-
tinue their efforts, all their efforts, to
free Martin and Gracia so the Burnham
family can enjoy a family reunion.

As always, I ask you to join me in
prayer for Martin and Gracia and their
loved ones that this nightmare may
soon be over.

f

NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS
WEEK

(Mr. PHELPS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Speaker, I am
grateful for the opportunity to speak
today on behalf of National Small
Business Week. Small businesses play a
crucial role in the economy of our Na-
tion, and it is important that we take
this week to recognize their efforts.

As a member of the Committee on
Small Business and a former small
business owner, I am aware of the ev-
eryday difficulties that many of our
Nation’s small businesses have to face.
We must work together to ensure that
their needs are met and not put behind
the needs of corporate America.

With approximately 25 million small
businesses in the United States, we
need to focus on affordable health care
for the small business employer and
employee. We must ensure that pension
plans will be provided to employees
while protecting our system’s Social
Security. Last year many small busi-
nesses were left out of the President’s
tax cut. Let us make sure that that
never happens again, and provide for
fair tax breaks to small businesses who
may need the extra capital to survive.

Many Americans dream of owning
their own business, and we need to help
that dream become a reality and stay a
reality for years.

f

PROVIDING FOR DISPOSITION OF
H.J. Res. 84, DISAPPROVING THE
ACTION TAKEN BY THE PRESI-
DENT UNDER SECTION 203 OF
THE TRADE ACT OF 1974 TRANS-
MITTED TO THE CONGRESS ON
MARCH 5, 2002

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I

call up House Resolution 414 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 414
Resolved, That the joint resolution (H.J.

Res. 84) disapproving the action taken by the
President under section 203 of the Trade Act
of 1974 transmitted to the Congress on March
5, 2002, is hereby laid on the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The gentleman from New
York (Mr. REYNOLDS) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

(Mr. REYNOLDS asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, while
I am waiting for some of my remarks,
first, I would like to welcome our new
colleague on the Committee on Rules,
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MCGOVERN), who will be managing
the rule for the minority.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 414 is
a unique rule providing for the disposi-
tion of House Joint Resolution 84, a
resolution of disapproval. Under the
rule, the House Joint Resolution 84
would be automatically tabled. House
Joint Resolution 84 disapproves the ac-
tion taken by President Bush to im-
pose temporary tariffs on some types of
steel products. Under the Trade Act,
Congress has the authority to dis-
approve of such actions within 90 days.
Such approval resolution is highly
privileged, not amendable, and floor
debate is limited to 20 hours.

To put it simply, a vote in favor of
this rule will lay on the table the dis-
approval resolution and conclude fur-
ther deliberations.

Responding to concerns within the
steel industry, President Bush in-
structed the International Trade Com-
mission on June 2001 to begin an inves-
tigation under section 201 of the U.S.
Trade Law. This investigation would
study the effects of steel imports on
the U.S. steel industry. The ITC re-
leased their findings in October of 2001,
making an affirmative determination
of injury on the American steel indus-
try caused by steel imports.

The ITC further relayed rec-
ommendations to the President for re-
lief that would prevent or remedy such
injuries.

On March 5 of this year, the Presi-
dent put in place trade remedies based
on the ITC findings. President Bush an-
nounced trade remedies for all products
on which the ITC had found substantial
injuries except two specialty cat-
egories.

Under present law, the President, not
the ITC, makes the final decision
whether to provide relief to the U.S. in-
dustry, as well as to the type and
amounts of relief.

Passing the disapproval resolution as
written would not undo the remedies
imposed by President Bush. Rather, it
would merely put in place the tariff
levels suggested by the International
Trade Commission.
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While congressional disapproval is
certainly allowed under this statute,
this rule recognizes that the cir-
cumstances in this case simply do not
warrant such action. Even the meas-
ure’s sponsor noted in committee
markup that the resolution was not the
best solution.

Laying this resolution on the table
does not hurt the steel industry. In
fact, it will keep intact the President’s
remedy that the industry favors. The
disapproval resolution could poten-
tially be even more harmful to the in-
dustry, nor would the resolution not
eliminate tariffs on steel imports. It
merely replaces one set of tariffs with
another.

Mr. Speaker, let me reiterate that a
vote in support of this rule will table
the disapproval resolution, keep intact
the President’s current enacted rem-
edy, and conclude debate on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and I thank the gentleman from New
York (Mr. REYNOLDS) for yielding me
the customary 30 minutes, and I thank
him for his kind words.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take just a
moment to thank the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. FROST), the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
GEPHARDT), and the rest of my col-
leagues for my appointment to the
Rules Committee.

I am honored to take the seat held
for over 25 years by my friend and men-
tor, Joe Moakley; and before him the
seat was held by the late Speaker, Tip
O’Neill. I feel so privileged to be part of
that legacy, and I will try to do every-
thing possible to live up to their exam-
ples of hard work, collegiality and
dedication to this House.

Mr. Speaker, this is the first rule
that I have managed on the floor; and
if I did not know better, I would think
that my friends on the other side of the
aisle were trying to make it as difficult
as possible because this rule, Mr.
Speaker, is a complex and convoluted
contrivance designed to protect some
Members from an unambiguous vote on
an issue of vital importance to Amer-
ica’s steel industry and its workers.

This rule is self-executing, which
means that a vote in favor of the rule
will table the resolution, thereby kill-
ing it without a clear up or down vote.
While I strongly oppose the resolution
proposed by the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. JEFFERSON), I see no reason
why the committee does not simply
allow this body to vote on it.

This is an issue with real con-
sequences for hard-working Americans
and their families. Quite simply, Mr.
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Speaker, the American steel industry
is in trouble. Foreign steel imports are
causing domestic prices to plunge to
record lows, and the result to date is 31
steel company bankruptcies, the loss of
almost 47,000 steelworker jobs, includ-
ing 2,100 in the Nation’s iron ore mines,
and the shutdown of nearly 20 percent
of the Nation’s steelmaking capacity.

We cannot continue to sacrifice
American jobs. We cannot continue to
stand idly by as one of the oldest and
most important industries in America
just disappears.

In response to the ongoing crisis in
American steel, the President imple-
mented a 30 percent tariff on steel im-
ports, an action that will help save
thousands of Americans’ steelmaking
jobs. This tariff is a necessary response
to the unfair practices of some of our
trading partners and I support it.

I believe we in Congress should be
doing a great deal more for America’s
steelworkers and their families; but
until we act, the President’s decision is
a welcome one.

I will vote in favor of this rule which
automatically tables the resolution
and, therefore, allows the President’s
action to stand; but I believe it is ex-
tremely unfortunate that the majority
has chosen to circumvent the regular
order and has refused to allow a vote
on the gentleman from Louisiana’s
(Mr. JEFFERSON) resolution, a resolu-
tion, by the way, that I oppose.

This body deserves a fair debate and
an up or down vote on this issue. The
Ways and Means Committee adversely
reported the resolution, yet this rule
denies the members on the committee
and the Members of this body a gen-
uine opportunity to debate the merits
of this issue.

The American people deserve to
know who supports the President’s ac-
tions to protect the American steel in-
dustry and who does not. They deserve
to know who supports the effort to help
the working men and women in our
steel-producing communities and who
does not.

There is no need for procedural
smokescreens that rob the Members of
this House from debating and voting on
this important trade issue.

Having said that, let me attempt to
clarify to Members what their choice
is. If my colleagues disagree with the
President’s decision to impose tariffs
on imported steel, then they should
vote against this rule. On the other
hand, if my colleagues support the
President’s tariff decision, then they
should vote for the rule.

Mr. Speaker, there are many times
when the Members of this body of both
parties will disagree with the Presi-
dent. The Republican majority should
not run away when that happens. They
should allow their Republican col-
leagues the opportunity to vote and ex-
press their support or disapproval of
the President’s decision.

I regret they will not be able to vote
‘‘no’’ on the resolution offered by the
gentleman from Louisiana. I regret

this deceptive rule, but I will not op-
pose it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS).

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to first of all say to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), I
am pleased to be able to speak on his
first opportunity to have debate on a
rule. As neighbors in our first term, I
find that a great privilege; and I would
rather be lucky than good. So it is
lucky.

For my friend from Louisiana, who
we agree with and work hard, it is not
personal, it is just public policy; and I
look forward to working with him
more in opportunities in the future.

Not supporting this rule would mean
letting the steel workers of our coun-
try down when they need us most. Fur-
thermore, it would be a step backward
from the progress made to help indus-
tries thus far. Free and fair trade, the
proponents of trade talk about free and
fair trade, and the opponents of trade
talk about free and fair trade; and it
was this administration that finally
took action against unfair trade. That
is kind of hard to believe when we had
a lot of this steel crisis within the past
administration, also; but it was a Re-
publican administration that said
there is illegal dumping of steel and we
are going to take action against it.

So that is why this resolution, I
know well-intentioned, is very detri-
mental to getting our steel mills and
our workers back into the mills and
creating jobs. We have already seen
some benefits from the 30 percent
trade.

Granite City Steel in Madison Coun-
ty, which I represent half the county,
it is my home county, entered Chapter
11 bankruptcy protection in early
March. Their latest report is that they
have more orders than they can fill. A
promising future from an industry that
just months ago was on the cusp of not
only destroying the tax base of a small
community but also people not being
able to be employed and take care of
their families.

Continuing the current tariffs will
mean job security for 2,700 workers of
this plant, as well as many plants
across the Nation that have filed or
were near bankruptcy.

Another company that is moving ag-
gressively to reopen a closed steel mill
in Illinois is Alton Steel, and they have
a short window of opportunity to move
even rapidly now because of the tariffs,
and we are working very diligently
with them; and the imposition of this
tariff is of great help to them and the
working men and women of another
part of Madison County which is Alton,
Illinois.

Furthermore, the 30 percent tariffs
increase the likelihood of consolidation
in the industry so that those who have
lost their jobs may regain employment.

Mr. Speaker, it is proven: the admin-
istration’s decision for a 30 percent tar-

iff is helping. The steel industry is and
will continue to benefit. So why hold it
back? On behalf of the steel workers of
southern Illinois, I urge my colleagues
to join with me in voting for this rule.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. JEFFERSON), a member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MCGOVERN) for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, I am saddened and dis-
appointed by the action of the Com-
mittee on Rules and by the response of
many of my Republican colleagues to
the resolution that I have filed. Just a
few months ago, I joined with many of
them in open discussions about the
benefits of free trade to our country
and to a global economy.

Yet today, they turn their back on
all those arguments that they so em-
braced just 2 months ago during the
trade promotion authority discussion;
and no matter how they cast the action
on this rule today, if they vote for the
rule and table the resolution and pre-
vent us from having a debate on it,
what they are doing nonetheless, no
matter how they cover it up, is they
are voting a protectionist line when
they have taken quite the opposite po-
sition just a few months ago as I said,
and routinely, throughout this Con-
gress.

What is happening here is what has
been described here by the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN). I
have a resolution which is quite clear.
It purports to ratchet down the Presi-
dent’s tariff decision to protect the
steel industry from 30 percent tariffs,
generally speaking, to 20 percent tar-
iffs under the ITC recommendation. It
lowers the tariffs in almost every case;
and while one can argue that it still
maintains a 201 result, and it does, for
those who want to see 201 action, it
permits that; but it simply does it at a
lower level.

What I said in committee is there is
no way to undo the President’s deci-
sion by action on this floor. The only
thing that can be done is what is being
attempted here, that is, to reduce it
down to what the ITC recommended.
That is the only legal course that is
available. One cannot go to court or to
an administrative action. This is it. So
when I say in committee that what we
are doing here is not fixing the prob-
lem, but making a bad situation less
bad, that is precisely what is available
to us. That is all that we can do. That
is not the ultimate outcome I would
desire, but that is all that is available
to us.

This decision, Mr. Speaker, in just a
few short months has rankled the ire of
all of our trading partners in the Euro-
pean community, in Australia, in
Japan, in Korea and China, in Brazil.
Almost every corner of the world, they
are threatened and are now imposing
sanctions against our products. The
European Union has estimated it will
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cost $2.4 billion in losses to them just
based on what we have done here.
Added to our fish problem that is al-
ready $4.5 billion, how on God’s earth
can we respond to these extreme and
very high costs that are being imposed
by this action the President has taken?

The President is talking out of both
sides of his mouth on this question. He
says that he is for free trade, and yet
he wants to restrict free trade when it
is convenient for, as some have said,
political purposes. The columnist that
generally favors President Bush on all
these matters, George Will, writes
quite candidly it is the worst protec-
tion action taken by a President in
decades. He cannot even think of one
that is worse.

He also said that it is a billion dollar
tax increase on those folks who buy
automobiles alone and estimates an $8
billion tax increase on consumers
across the country because what hap-
pens is we are raising prices on steel
products across the board, whether
they are cars or toasters or vacuum
cleaners. Whatever is made of steel,
the prices are going to rise. They are
already rising.

Beyond that, Mr. Speaker, this whole
issue of free trade is supposed to be
about consumers in this country, and
we are going to saddle them with $8 bil-
lion in new costs that they are going to
have to pay; and in the end it is going
to end up with a result that is worse
than we ever imagined because we are
now just getting out of, what some peo-
ple say, getting out of a recession. We
are going to drive this country right
back into a deeper one because every
one steel job we purport to save here,
the estimates are we lose 10 in other
industries.

So with the stevedores we will lose
jobs up and down the line of those folks
who make steel products. We will have
layoffs because the business cannot af-
ford to carry on with the price for steel
so high, and so it is not a good trade-
off for this country to save one steel
job for every 10 jobs we lose in some
other industry. It is a very bad trade-
off.

I would like to urge this body to vote
‘‘no’’ on this resolution on this rule
today for the simple reason we deserve
a debate, as the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) has said.
Whether my colleagues are for or
against this, this matter deserves a de-
bate on the floor today, and I would
urge the Members of this body to do
just that.

These steel tariffs the President has
imposed are also not WTO consistent.
That is pretty clear. There was a deci-
sion in a Korean case involving a line
pipe that made quite the case that un-
less there are recent upsurges in the
importation of a product that the 201
action does not apply. Here we have
had steel importations going down the
last 4 years, from 1998 to now. The bet-
ter action here would have been to find
some way to fix the number of imports
that can come into the country at what

was the pre-1998 levels. That would
have been the sensible and supportable
action.

That did not happen here, Mr. Speak-
er; and therefore this bill is not de-
signed to fix any problem, but it is de-
signed for political reasons, not sup-
ported by any economist in the coun-
try, not even supported by economists
in the White House, not even supported
by the Secretary of the U.S. Treasury.
It is unsupportable economically, and I
urge this body to vote ‘‘no’’ on the res-
olution.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KUCINICH).
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Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this rule and in opposition
to the resolution seeking to roll back
steel import tariffs.

We in the Congressional Steel Caucus
pushed a long time for the administra-
tion to initiate a section 201 steel in-
vestigation into dumping. We pushed
the International Trade Commission to
recognize the devastating effect of
steel imports. We gathered with 25,000
steelworkers on the Ellipse to encour-
age the President to impose an effec-
tive remedy. We did get a remedy.

What has this tariff meant to the
steel industry? It has helped us in
Cleveland find a new owner to keep our
steel mill running. It has helped create
a climate to boost America’s manufac-
turing output. Still, tens of thousands
of steelworker retirees are losing
health benefits, so we introduced the
bipartisan Steel Legacy Relief Act to
help obtain health benefits equivalent
to what is provided by Medicare and a
prescription drug benefit similar to the
Blue Cross/Blue Shield program.

The United States should not stand
by and watch while thousands and
thousands of workers who helped build
this country are suffering. We must say
to our Nation’s retired steelworkers,
‘‘You have worked all your life to
make America strong. We have not for-
gotten, and we will not let you down.’’

I urge my colleagues to vote for this
rule, oppose efforts to roll back steel
tariffs, and sign on to our bill to ad-
dress steel legacy costs.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. VISCLOSKY), who has been a
great leader on behalf of workers in the
steel industry.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the rule to table the motion of the
gentleman from Louisiana. I have a
great deal of respect for him, but I
would point out to my colleagues that
on October 22 last year, the Inter-
national Trade Commission unani-

mously, three Republicans and three
Democrats, found that illegally
dumped steel caused serious injury to
the United States of America and its
workers. They were right.

Since 1977, we have lost 34.5 million
tons of capacity. But, moreover, we
lost many jobs. The gentleman from
Louisiana mentioned earlier in his re-
marks that people in Korea and Japan
and Brazil are upset over the Presi-
dent’s implementation of the ITC deci-
sion. I would point out that some of
the 72,567 Americans who have lost
their job at bankrupt or closed compa-
nies in places like Dunkirk, New York,
Vineyard, Utah, Gadsden, Alabama,
Sterling, Illinois, and Sand Springs,
Oklahoma, are even more upset, and
they are our responsibility to protect.

The President acted appropriately on
March 5 by imposing 30 percent tariffs.
We ought not to set the President’s
program back.

Additionally, I am concerned, as I ad-
dress the House today, that hundreds of
exemptions have been asked for by our
trading partners, and hundreds more
have been asked for. And now we have
1,200 exemptions that have been re-
quested, and the Secretary of the
Treasury has indicated on a recent trip
to Europe that a significant number of
them might be approved.

I would hope that the administration
does not follow through on the implica-
tion of the Secretary’s remarks, that
they hold firm, and that exemptions
are only granted in the case where
there is no other U.S. alternative for
the products made.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. STRICKLAND).

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I
stand here today to urge those Mem-
bers who are undecided about how to
vote on this rule to consider the hun-
dreds of thousands of steelworker jobs
that have been lost since the steel cri-
sis began in 1998, all due to the flood of
steel imports.

Last year alone, over 20,000 jobs were
lost in America’s basic steel industry,
and half of the Nation’s bankrupt steel
companies have now been forced to
cease operations completely. In addi-
tion to the job losses, the steel crisis
has put the health care benefits of
600,000 industry retirees at risk. Over
100,000 retirees and their dependents
have already lost or will lose their
health care benefits following bank-
ruptcy.

The President’s decision to apply 30
percent tariffs to certain steel imports
was a step forward in protecting our
national security, protecting legacy
costs for steel workers’ health benefits,
and, most importantly, protecting
America’s jobs. I urge my colleagues to
vote in favor of this rule and stand up
in support of rebuilding this Nation’s
steel industry.
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Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I con-

tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. STUPAK).

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise in support of this rule
to table the resolution disapproving
the President’s decision on the section
201 steel investigation.

While the relief under section 201 was
not everything I had hoped for, I com-
mend the President for taking action
to help our ailing iron ore and steel in-
dustries and for imposing stronger
remedies than those recommended by
the International Trade Commission.

If this resolution passes, the Presi-
dent’s remedies would be overturned
and the ITC recommendations then
would become our law. This would
weaken the tariffs that have been im-
posed. This would withdraw the helping
hand that we have finally offered to
the iron ore and steel industries.

Let me give an example. In the case
of slab steel, which has been so de-
structive to the iron ore mines I rep-
resent, I had hoped for a straight tariff
on the slab imports being dumped in
the United States. The ITC rec-
ommended a tariff of 20 percent in the
first year for imports over the quota.
President Bush instituted a 30 percent
tariff on the first year over the quota
for slabs. This fell short of the relief
our iron ore industry needs, but this
resolution would mean, if it passes,
that we would have to go back to the
ITC 20 percent relief that is even more
watered down. We cannot allow this to
happen.

Our iron ore and steel industries de-
pend on this relief. Without it, I am
afraid our iron ore and steel industries
will surely perish. I urge my colleagues
to vote for this rule to table consider-
ation of House Joint Resolution 84 and
for preserving our American steel in-
dustry.

Let us stand with the President in
aiding the iron ore and steel industries
and look ahead to other ways we can
help these industries, such as the
much-needed legacy cost relief. Rather
than taking a step backwards, we
should now work to pass effective leg-
acy cost legislation so that we can con-
tinue our forward momentum in bring-
ing back our iron ore and steel indus-
tries.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. REGULA).

(Mr. REGULA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of tabling H.J. Res. 84. This
safeguard action gives our domestic
steel industry and its employees a
much-needed period of readjustment to
recover from the substantial damage
done by the latest steel import surge
that began in 1998.

Thirty-three companies have de-
clared bankruptcy in recent years, and

17 have closed their doors completely.
46,700 steelworkers have lost their jobs
and 125,000 retirees have lost their
health care benefits during this crisis.

The surge of low-priced imports is
the result of foreign steel companies,
often subsidized by foreign govern-
ments, building huge amounts of excess
steel-making capacity. With their own
markets unable to absorb all of this
steel, they have flooded the U.S. mar-
ket with their excess capacity.

We remain the most open market in
the world. We cannot have free trade
unless it is also fair trade, and Presi-
dent Bush recognized this fact last
summer when he initiated the section
201 investigation on steel imports. The
International Trade Commission con-
ducted the investigation. This is an
independent body. After many days of
testimony, the Commission determined
that steel imports were a substantial
cause of serious injury to the U.S. steel
industry.

On March 5, President Bush imposed
temporary steel tariffs that range from
8 percent to 30 percent for a 3-year pe-
riod. It is not a permanent tariff. This
type of temporary safeguard measure is
specifically allowed by World Trade Or-
ganization rules. Many of our trading
partners have imposed safeguard meas-
ures on a variety of other products.

U.S. steel companies and steel-
workers are only asking for a level
playing field. The action taken by
President Bush allows time for restruc-
turing and for talks with our trading
partners to reduce the worldwide ex-
cess steel-making capacity.

A strong domestic steel industry is
crucial to the economic and national
security of our Nation. It is important
that today we give the President’s safe-
guard actions time to work. Vote to
table H.J. Res. 84.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. DOYLE).

(Mr. DOYLE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of H. Res. 414 and in
support of the tens of thousands of
steelworkers across the Nation, as we
fight to rebuild an industry that has
been devastated by illegal dumping of
foreign steel onto American markets.

I want to say that again: Illegal
dumping of steel onto American mar-
kets has devastated this industry. As a
Member of Congress whose family has
worked over 73 years in the steel indus-
try, I believe it is critical that we fight
to ensure that our Nation’s steel-
workers have a fair and level playing
field to market their product. After all,
this is the same industry that built
America and remains its backbone.

Over the past several years, 51 steel
mills have been closed, 31 steel pro-
ducers have filed for bankruptcy, and
over 46,000 hardworking Americans
have lost their jobs. And why did they
lose their jobs? Because their competi-
tors are cheating, breaking our trade

laws. And it has been a national dis-
grace that we have allowed it to hap-
pen this long.

Across my district in Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, once called the steel
capital of the world, thousands of hard-
working men and women have lost
their jobs because their competitors
were cheating. Without the protections
provided by the President on March 5,
more workers will be left jobless by
foreign producers who illegally bom-
bard our markets with cheap foreign
steel.

It is for these hardworking men and
women and their families that I fight
today. After all, if we are going to have
free trade, we first have to have fair
trade. The writing is on the wall and
the call of our steelworkers must be
heard.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to join me in voting for this
rule to table an ill-advised resolution
which poses a direct threat to the same
industry that built and continues to re-
main America’s backbone.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of H.
Res. 414 and in support of the President and
the tens of thousands of steelworkers across
our nation as we fight to rebuild an industry
that has been devastated by the illegal dump-
ing of foreign steel onto American markets.

As a Member of Congress whose family has
worked in the steel industry for over 73 years,
I believe it is critical that we fight to ensure
that our nation’s steel workers have a fair and
level playing field to market their product. After
all, this is the same industry that built America
into the world’s pre-eminent superpower and it
is the same industry we will continue to rely
on to remain safe and strong. The very back-
bone of America is being threatened today.

Over the past several years, 51 steel mills
have been closed, 31 steel producers have
filed for bankruptcy, and over 46,000 hard
working Americans have lost their jobs. The
International Trade Commission ruled unani-
mously that this loss is directly the result of
steel dumping and not the fault of the Amer-
ican steel industry. Across the district that I
represent in Western Pennsylvania, an area
once universally called the Steel Capital of the
World, thousands of hard working men and
woman have lost their jobs due to unfair com-
petition and through no fault of their own.

In fact, the productivity, work ethic, and
technology of America’s steel industry is far
superior to any other nation in the world. How-
ever, without the protections provided by the
President on March 5th, these workers will be
left jobless by foreign producers who illegally
bombard our markets with cheap, foreign
steel. It is for these hard working men and
women, and their families, that I fight today!

America cannot simply stand back under the
banner of free trade and allow foreign nations
to subsidize their steel industries, underpay
their workers and dump their products on our
markets with the hope of destroying the Amer-
ican steel industry. After all, in order to have
free trade, we must first have fair trade. The
writing is on the wall and the call of our steel
workers must be heard.

So, Mr. Speaker, I am standing today with
the President and alongside every American
steel worker. I urge my colleagues to join me
and vote against this ill-advised resolution
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which poses a direct threat to the same indus-
try that built, and continues to remain, Amer-
ica’s backbone.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ENGLISH), who is the
Chair of the Congressional Steel Cau-
cus.

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, this is a
critical issue. I came to the floor pre-
pared to give a lengthy and detailed
speech, and, instead, I will simply sub-
mit that for the record. I would like to
take 2 minutes to speak from the heart
on what I think is an absolutely crit-
ical issue for the American economy.

George Bush, when he took office last
year, took a look at the issue facing
steel, took a look at the crisis in Amer-
ican steel and initiated a WTO con-
sistent process to evaluate the situa-
tion. The finding of the International
Trade Commission was this: That,
clearly, we were facing a surge of im-
ports; clearly, there are unfair traders
involved; and, clearly, we need to have
an opportunity to give a breathing
space to the U.S. industry.

The authors of the resolution today
are opposed to what the President is
trying to do, and I hope that this reso-
lution will be tabled. We will be send-
ing the wrong message to our inter-
national trading partners if we allow
the Jefferson resolution to stand.

The Jefferson resolution, in effect,
sends the message that it is open sea-
son on America’s manufacturing sec-
tor. It simply says you do not have to
play by the rules; that the global ex-
cess capacity in steel can continue to
be dumped on the American market.
And it will send a very clear message
that notwithstanding the fact that
America has some of the most produc-
tive steel mills in the world, America
will not be able to defend itself when
facing unfair trading practices in this
critical sector.

The message that this resolution
would send is that we are not prepared
to defend ourselves in the critical area
of trade; that we are not prepared to
insist on maintaining an internation-
ally competitive manufacturing sector
in this globe.

We need to stand up for steel. We
need to stand up for the President.
Today, table this resolution and let our
trading partners know we stand for fair
trade.

Mr. Speaker, the time has come for Con-
gress to rally behind the President and stand
up for steel. The passage of H.J. Res. 84
would send a clear message to the world that
it is open season on the American manufac-
turing base. Anything less than the Section
201 relief provided by the President is unac-
ceptable.

The Bush Administration labored over the
various options for relief under Section 201
and it represents a milestone shift toward a
stronger trade policy that insists on a level
playing field of trade for domestic producers.
The relief provided by President Bush is bal-
anced, allowed under U.S. Trade Law and
consistent with the rules under the World
Trade Organization.

A strong tariff-based remedy is the only way
to prevent the loss of thousands of additional
steel-related jobs and indicate to foreign pro-
ducers that the United States is not a dumping
ground for excess steel products. But today
we find ourselves faced with H.J. Res. 84. It’s
a joke of a proposal that dramatically weakens
the tariff remedies by up to 10 percent for cer-
tain steel products by tossing aside the Presi-
dent’s remedy and instead using the majority
view of the International Trade Commission.

Let me assure you Mr. Speaker that weak
action would silence many more steel plants,
destroying jobs as well as the families and
communities who depend on them, all while
dealing a blow to our national economy and
security. Because of eight years of inaction by
the previous administration on this issue, 33
steel companies have declared bankruptcy,
which translates into 45,000 steelworkers who
have lost their jobs because of this most re-
cent surge in steel.

Make no mistake—I am very strongly pro-
trade, yet when it comes to steel it is distorted
trade. And keep in mind that we are already
witnessing the positive effects of the relief pro-
vided by the President. Imports have slowed
and the window has opened to allow the do-
mestic steel industry to recover from the dev-
astating import surge. We are providing the
time the domestic steel industry needs to re-
structure to remain competitive in the tight
global steel market.

President Bush labored over this decision,
carefully weighing all of the options on the
table. His decision was tailored to provide re-
lief to the steel industry while minimizing the
negative impact on the rest of the economy.
Very simply, the ITC decision was not.

President Bush’s remedy reflects thorough
consideration given to developing countries,
trading partners who have entered into trade
agreements with the United States, and to do-
mestic steel mills with specific needs for im-
ported steel products while crafting the tariffs
and tariff-rate quota.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, H.J. Res. 84 does reflect
the majority opinion of the ITC, while the
President’s remedy went beyond that.

The same statute that allows the gentleman
from Louisiana to bring this resolution before
us is the same statute that allowed the Presi-
dent to go beyond the majority opinion of the
ITC. According to the U.S. Trade Act of 1974
Section 203, the President has the right to
take action that he determines will facilitate ef-
forts by the domestic steel industry to rebound
and provide greater economic and social ben-
efits when compared with the costs.

Clearly, the President and I are in agree-
ment—the majority ITC opinion would have
been ineffective. It would not return steel
prices to their normal pre-crisis levels, and
allow American steel companies to make the
necessary investments to remain viable and
competitive in the future while providing good-
paying jobs.

The plight of the steel industry is grim but
both Congress and the administration are
working hard to give employers the tools they
need to be competitive in the global market.
Strong relief, coupled with the Bush Adminis-
tration’s continued efforts to address foreign
market distortions and global steel over-
capacity, will allow domestic steel manufactur-
ers to restructure and regain ground lost to the
injurious imports. This will ensure the contin-
ued viability of an industry that is a corner-
stone of our economy and national security.

The domestic steel industry is at a signifi-
cant crossroad. By granting relief under Sec-
tion 201 of the U.S. trade laws, the Bush Ad-
ministration provided critical breathing space
for this strategic industry. Congress must not
turn around and apply a choke hold.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on the
rule.

b 1100

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN), a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I share
the frustration of the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. JEFFERSON) on the pro-
cedures that are being used here; and I
do not speak to the procedures, but I
am going to vote to uphold the rule of
law and support the resolution.

We have laws that are WTO-con-
sistent. They are here to protect our
country from illegally imported prod-
ucts. In December 2001, the Inter-
national Trade Commission, which is a
nonpartisan body, unanimously found
that the domestic steel industry had
been harmed by the flood of foreign
steel imports into the U.S. market
since 1998. They found that our country
became the dumping ground for ille-
gally imported subsidized steel. As a
result, our domestic steel producers
were damaged.

In October, Bethlehem Steel Corpora-
tion filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy
protection. We now have 33 steel com-
panies in the United States which are
in some form of bankruptcy. They are
there not because they cannot produce
cost-effective steel. They can compete
if it was fair competition, but we do
not have fair competition because we
have excess capacity in the world in
producing steel.

The United States made it a policy to
reduce its capacity in the last decade.
We cannot produce enough steel to
meet our domestic needs. We need to
import steel. We have done what was
necessary to restructure our steel in-
dustry on capacity. But it is our trad-
ing partners that still have the excess
capacity that is causing U.S. steel
companies to go in bankruptcy because
of the dumped steel.

After we get rid of this resolution, we
need to turn our attention to legacy
costs because U.S. steel producers need
help on the retiree costs if they are
going to be able to compete on a fair,
level playing field. I hope today’s ac-
tion will not be the last action in sup-
porting the President. It is legacy pro-
tection for our steelworkers.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. VITTER).

Mr. VITTER. Madam Speaker, I rise
to strongly support American jobs and
employment here at home, economic
development; and because of those val-
ues and because of that focus, I strong-
ly support the Jefferson resolution and
active consideration and debate of it.

U.S. port authorities, port terminal
operators, longshore labor unions,
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other U.S. port and transportation in-
dustry organizations all have opposed
President Bush’s decision to impose
tariffs and quotas on fairly traded steel
products imported into the United
States, and all of those entities are
home to good, viable, important, well-
paying American jobs.

This is not a one-sided debate about
American jobs. I am very sympathetic
to U.S. steel producers and their em-
ployees, but that is not the only place
jobs are impacted in terms of this ac-
tion. They are impacted even more on
the negative side by President Bush’s
decision with regard to ports and other
maritime-related commerce.

I know that very well from my home,
the New Orleans area. Forty percent of
the revenue from the port of New Orle-
ans is directly tied to steel imports.
That supports more than 8,600 jobs just
within the Greater New Orleans area,
and if we look at Louisiana as a whole,
there are thousands more, and if we
look at the Nation, there are tens of
thousands more.

There are far more good American
jobs that will be cut, that will be hurt
because of this decision than those jobs
in the domestic steel industry that will
be saved, and that is why I strongly
support this resolution and believe
that we should have full debate and
consideration of it.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. JEFFERSON).

Mr. JEFFERSON. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. VITTER) for his remarks in support
of the resolution and in opposition to
the process being used here. Many of
the speakers who have preceded me
have talked about the ITC decision, the
merits of it, that it was a 6-member
vote, 3 on the Democratic side and 3 on
the Republican side supporting it.

If the resolution passes, the ITC deci-
sion is in effect. This does not undo the
ITC decision because it cannot. Hon-
estly, I wish it could; but it cannot.
The ITC decision will stand if this reso-
lution should pass.

What is most egregious this morning
is not whether you disagree with the
position on the merits of the resolu-
tion, but whether we are going to have
a debate on this matter or not. That, it
seems to me, is the undeniable wrong-
ness that is being accomplished here. I
believe it is a shameful process, and in
some respects it is a very hypocritical
process. I have no problem with the
idea that steelworkers need relief. I
think the relief ought to come from
making sure that we continue our
work on eliminating the overcapacity
in not only our markets but the world
markets.

I think it comes in making sure that
the quotas are right for pre-1988 impor-
tation levels, and I think it is also im-
portant to think about the legacy cost
issues which are not addressed by this
resolution and the President’s action,
to see what we can do to make sure
that the $13 billion legacy costs that

are out there get taken care of. That is
not the subject of any of these discus-
sions, yet they are talked about by
Members who oppose this resolution as
if they were a part of what we are deal-
ing with here.

Today on this vote the only issue is
whether there will be a full debate on
this question today or not. How in the
world can the House oppose a full de-
bate on a matter of such dimensions as
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
VITTER) has described, as I have de-
scribed, and as others have described?
It is a matter which has put the Presi-
dent’s economic advisers on one page
opposing the President’s action. Some
political advisors say it is a good idea,
but his economic advisers do not sup-
port it. It is not justifiable on any eco-
nomic ground. Give us a chance to de-
bate. Vote no on the resolution.

Madam Speaker, I will move for the
previous question when the vote is
called.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. PHELPS).

(Mr. PHELPS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PHELPS. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of the rule, and I support the
President’s decision to impose a 30 per-
cent tariff as a first step in saving our
American steel industry and the job
and health insurance of Illinois steel-
workers and retirees. The American
steel industry and steelworkers are in
the midst of the worst crisis in many
years due to the continued illegal
dumping into this country of foreign-
made steel. Thousands of steelworkers
have lost their jobs, and countless
more are in jeopardy.

In my congressional district in cen-
tral and southern Illinois, the effects
have been devastating. I am troubled
by foreign producers seeking additional
exclusions from the tariffs for specific
steel products, despite that these prod-
ucts are available from domestic pro-
ducers. More disturbing are reported
statements that a significant propor-
tion of these exclusion requests will in
fact be granted. Further exclusion will
turn the section 201 tariffs into Swiss
cheese where the holes will allow so
much low-priced steel to enter the U.S.
market that the industry will receive
no meaningful relief.

The domestic steel industry has in-
vested billions of dollars in upgrading
and modernizing its facilities, and as a
result is among the most productive
makers of high-quality steel in the
world. No industry, no matter how pro-
ductive, however, can compete against
the onslaught of low price and often
unfairly traded steel imports. The sec-
tion 201 relief that the President an-
nounced in March can provide substan-
tial relief to the industry, but this will
only occur if the tariffs stay in place
without additional exclusions. It is im-
perative that we send the strongest

possible message to deter our trading
partners from further illegal dumping,
and to give the domestic steel industry
the time it needs to recover from its
injury. Anything less would be a dis-
service to those working men and
women who are counting on the gov-
ernment to stand up for them. Vote yes
on the rule to table House Joint Reso-
lution 84.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. JEFFERSON).

Mr. JEFFERSON. Madam Speaker,
at the end of this discussion, I will urge
Members to oppose the previous ques-
tion. If the previous question is de-
feated, I will offer an amendment to
the rule. The amendment provides that
the underlying resolution, H.J. Res. 84,
disapproving the action taken by the
President under section 203 of the
Trade Act, will be considered by the
House separately with a clean vote,
and not simply tabled as the rule pro-
vides.

Madam Speaker, whether or not the
Members agree with the President’s ac-
tion on this issue of considerable im-
portance, we should all agree that this
deserves to be considered under the
process that was set up in section 203 of
the Trade Act of 1974. That act allows
the House to take an up or down vote
on the President’s action. This con-
voluted process of tabling the dis-
approval resolution before we even get
to a vote completely short-circuits the
regular process. Vote no on the pre-
vious question so we can all vote up or
down on H.J. Res. 84.

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the text of the amend-
ment be printed in the RECORD imme-
diately before the vote on the previous
question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, this process is not
very clear. I wish it were different, but
in the end I am going to support the
rule because I believe in upholding the
President’s decision on tariffs because
in the end I think it will save jobs in
this country.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, I am pleased to
have worked on this rule with the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN). This is his first rule as a
member of the Committee on Rules,
but all remember his years of service
to Joe Moakley when he was a staffer
before being elected to his seat. It is an
honor to serve with the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN)
now as a member of the Committee on
Rules.
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House Resolution 414 is a unique rule

providing for the disposition of House
Joint Resolution 84, a resolution of dis-
approval. Under this rule, H.J. Res. 84
would be automatically tabled. H.J.
Res. 84 disapproves the action taken by
President Bush to impose temporary
tariffs on some types of steel products.

Under the Trade Act, Congress has
the authority to disapprove of such ac-
tions within 90 days. Such a dis-
approval resolution is highly privi-
leged, not amendable, and floor debate
is limited to 20 hours. To put it simply,
a vote in favor of this rule will lay on
the table the disapproval resolution
and conclude further deliberations.
While congressional disapproval is cer-
tainly allowed under the statute, this
rule recognizes that the circumstances
in this case simply do not warrant such
action. Laying this resolution on the
table does not hurt the steel industry,
as we have heard from so many Mem-
bers on a bipartisan basis from the
Steel Caucus. In fact, it will keep in-
tact the President’s remedy that the
industry favors. The disapproval reso-
lution could potentially be even more
harmful to the industry. This dis-
approval resolution does not eliminate
tariffs on steel imports either. It mere-
ly replaces one set of tariffs with an-
other.

Madam Speaker, let me reiterate
that a vote in favor of this rule will
table the disapproval resolution, keep
intact the President’s current remedy,
and conclude debate on this issue. I
urge an aye vote. I urge my colleagues
to table the resolution by voting aye.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. JEFFERSON is as follows:

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 414
Strike all after the resolved clause and in-

sert:
That upon the adoption of this resolution

it shall be in order to consider in the House
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 84) dis-
approving the action taken by the President
under section 203 of the Trade Act of 1974
transmitted to the Congress on March 5, 2002.
The joint resolution shall be considered as
read for amendment. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the joint
resolution to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one hour of debate on
the joint resolution equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, if you want
to know how foreign steel is affecting our com-
munities just ask Ernie Ronn. Ernie is a retired
iron ore miner from the Upper Peninsula of
Michigan.

If you ask Ernie, or thousands of other iron
ore and steel workers how steel dumping is
affecting our community, they’ll all tell you the
same thing—this foreign steel is killing us.

Last July, thousands of iron ore workers in
Marquette, Michigan held a rally which filled
and entire indoor stadium. Later the workers,
their families, children and business owners
filled the streets of Marquette.

They know that when a mine shuts down in
the U.P. or a steel factory closes in River
Rouge you cripple an entire community, you
erode the tax base, police and fire services
suffer, and no one goes unaffected.

The citizens of Marquette marched because
their jobs, their community, and their future
was—and still is—at stake.

At that rally a year ago, Ernie Ronn told us
that this was the fourth demonstration he’d
been to. He said, ‘‘my grandfather and your
grandfather, they came to this country—from
Poland, Finland, Slovenia, Ukraine, Italy and
Germany—to make better lives for you and I.
That’s what we want to do for our kids, make
it a better world. It’s a common thread for peo-
ple. We’ve built a great community, and now
we must keep it strong. We shouldn’t have to
keep trying to get that message across.’’

While Mr. Ronn said those words nearly a
year ago, they couldn’t be more apt today. It’s
time to end this debate. The President has
taken action; his decision has already been
implemented. It’s time to move forward.

For the iron ore workers in Marquette and
the steelworkers down river of Detroit this is a
matter of putting food on the table, paying the
mortgage or rent, and keeping their families
healthy and safe. Vote for this rule to table the
resolution.

Mr. BACHUS. Madam Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule to table this misguided res-
olution.

If we pass H.J. Res. 84 we’re going to be
sending a message to the rest of the world.
And that message is: Foreign countries, go
ahead. Flood our markets. Illegally dump your
products here. Because the United States is
not going to enforce our trade laws. We’ll be
declaring ‘‘open season’’ on America’s manu-
facturing base and on American workers.

We cannot let that happen. We must stop it.
And I’m proud that our President, George W.
Bush, took decisive action to restore fair com-
petition for our steelworkers. If American steel-
workers are allowed to compete on a level
playing field, they will win. But if we do not re-
store that level playing field, more American
steelworkers will lose their jobs.

This problem has been going on for years,
and President Bush showed real leadership
when he put these tariffs on. This action is ab-
solutely necessary to defend steelworker jobs
against illegally traded steel and ensure Amer-
ica has a steel industry five and ten years
from now.

Madam Speaker, I testified before the Inter-
national Trade Commission on several occa-
sions about the illegal import crisis and its ef-
fect on our steel-producing areas like my
home State of Alabama. I told them about the
dangers this crisis presents to our national se-
curity. And in this time of war, what is more
important than the security of our Nation and
its ability to defend itself?

Vote yes on the rule. Stand with our Presi-
dent. And stand up for the hardworking citi-
zens who built this country into the great and
powerful Nation it is today.

Mr. COSTELLO. Madam Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to H.J. Res. 84, to dis-
approve the President’s steel tariffs.

Our domestic steel industry is currently in a
crisis situation. The fundamental cause of this
crisis is massive foreign overcapacity, which
has caused the United States to become a
dumping ground for world excess steel prod-
ucts. As a result of this, since 1997, 33 steel
companies have filed for bankruptcy, affecting
over 62,000 American steel workers. Almost
90 percent of the capacity reduction occurred
in 2001.

Our domestic steel industry is vital to our
national security. American Armed Forces de-

pend on American steel for their planes, tanks
and ships. A dependence on foreign steel
could be catastrophic for our national defense.

Last year, I joined my colleagues on the
Congressional Steel Caucus in urging the
President to implement a Section 201 inves-
tigation by the International Trade Commission
to determine if our domestic markets had been
harmed by illegal dumping. In the fall, I testi-
fied before the ITC to express my concerns
regarding the steel crisis. The ITC ruled unani-
mously that the steel industry had indeed
been harmed.

In March of this year, the President an-
nounced his intention to impose tariff safe-
guards of up to 30 percent on major steel
products. While the President could have im-
posed tariffs of up to 40 percent, I am hopeful
that the 30 percent tariff will be sufficient to
give the industry a chance at recovery, and
am pleased that the President did decide to
take action. His actions sent a strong mes-
sage that we will no longer tolerate the unfair
trade practices which have harmed the steel
industry.

Madam Speaker, voting no on this resolu-
tion is paramount to the U.S. domestic steel
industry, and I urge my colleagues to join me
with a no vote.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. JEFFERSON. Madam Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 8 and 9 of rule XX,
the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the
minimum time for electronic voting, if
ordered, on the question of adoption of
the resolution, and thereafter on the
motion to suspend the rules and concur
in Senate amendments to H.R. 3525 de-
bated yesterday.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 355, nays 62,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 129]

YEAS—355

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter

Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boozman
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)

Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Cardin
Carson (OK)
Chabot
Chambliss
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
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Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Issa
Istook

Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Osborne
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich

Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanchez
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—62

Baldwin
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Boucher
Capuano
Castle
Clayton
Condit
Conyers
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dooley
Ford
Frank
Harman
Hastings (FL)

Holt
Israel
Jefferson
Kucinich
Lantos
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lynch
Markey
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Moran (VA)
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar

Obey
Olver
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Price (NC)
Reyes
Sabo
Sanders
Skelton
Smith (WA)
Stenholm
Tierney
Vitter
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Woolsey
Wu

NOT VOTING—17

Burton
Buyer
Carson (IN)
Clay
Crane
Hall (OH)

Honda
Jones (OH)
Kind (WI)
Miller, George
Nadler
Ose

Riley
Sawyer
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Waxman

b 1140

Messrs. WATT of North Carolina,
PASTOR, PRICE of North Carolina,
HOLT, SANDERS and WU, and Ms.
WOOLSEY and Mrs. NAPOLITANO
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. FARR of California, BACA,
POMEROY, and SCHIFF, and Ms.
MILLENDER-McDONALD, Ms. SOLIS,
Ms. SANCHEZ, and Mrs. MALONEY of
New York changed their vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on House Resolution 414.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. JEFFERSON. Madam Speaker, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 386, noes 30,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 17, as
follows:

[Roll No. 130]

AYES—386

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca

Bachus
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett

Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berry

Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boozman
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (OK)
Chabot
Chambliss
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman

Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)

McCollum
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
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Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sullivan

Sununu
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky

Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—30

Baker
Berman
Boehner
Castle
Cooksey
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis, Tom
Dicks
Dooley

Ehlers
Flake
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herger
Jefferson
John
Kolbe
Larsen (WA)
Lofgren

McCrery
McDermott
Moran (VA)
Payne
Smith (WA)
Stenholm
Tauzin
Vitter
Waters
Watson (CA)

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Tancredo

NOT VOTING—17

Burton
Buyer
Carson (IN)
Clay
Crane
Hall (OH)

Honda
Jones (OH)
Kind (WI)
Nadler
Ose
Pombo

Riley
Sawyer
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Waxman

b 1151

Mr. HORN changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
So House Joint Resolution 84 was

laid on the table.

f

ENHANCED BORDER SECURITY
AND VISA ENTRY REFORM ACT
OF 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The unfinished business is
the question of suspending the rules
and concurring in the Senate amend-
ments to the bill, H.R. 3525.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and concur in the Sen-
ate amendments to the bill, H.R. 3525,
on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 411, nays 0,
answered ‘‘present’’ 2, not voting 21, as
follows:

[Roll No. 131]

YEAS—411

Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen

Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus

Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin

Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boozman
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge

Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos

Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes

Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus

Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune

Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—2

Abercrombie Tancredo

NOT VOTING—21

Burton
Buyer
Carson (IN)
Cox
Crane
Goode
Gutknecht

Hall (OH)
Honda
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kind (WI)
Nadler
Ose

Pryce (OH)
Riley
Sawyer
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Waxman
Woolsey

b 1201
So (two-thirds having voted in favor

thereof) the rules were suspended and
the Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:
Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, during roll-

call No. 131, on the motion that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the Senate
amendments to H.R. 3525, I inadvertently
voted ‘‘present.’’ It was my desire to have my
vote recorded as ‘‘yea,’’ and I ask that the
RECORD reflect that.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 131,
I was absent for the five-minute rollcall vote.
Had I been present I would have voted
‘‘yeas.’’

f

b 1200

CORRECTING THE ENROLLMENT
OF H.R. 3525, ENHANCED BORDER
SECURITY AND VISA ENTRY RE-
FORM ACT OF 2001.
Mr. LATOURETTE. Madam Speaker,

I ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker’s table the Senate concur-
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 106) to
correct the enrollment of H.R. 3525, and
ask for its immediate consideration in
the House.

The Clerk read the Senate concur-
rent resolution, as follows:

S. CON. RES. 106
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-

resentatives concurring), That, in the enroll-
ment of the bill (H.R. 3525) to enhance the
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border security of the United States, and for
other purposes, the Clerk of the House of
Representatives shall make the following
corrections:

(1) Strike section 205.
(2) In the table of contents of the bill,

strike the item relating to section 205.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
The Senate concurrent resolution

was concurred in.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

YUCCA MOUNTAIN REPOSITORY
SITE APPROVAL ACT

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Speaker, pursu-
ant to section 115(e)(4) of the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982, I call up the
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 87) approv-
ing the site at Yucca Mountain, Ne-
vada, for the development of a reposi-
tory for the disposal of high-level ra-
dioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel,
pursuant to the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act of 1982.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the joint resolution.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. RES. 87
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That there hereby is ap-
proved the site at Yucca Mountain, Nevada,
for a repository, with respect to which a no-
tice of disapproval was submitted by the
Governor of the State of Nevada on April 8,
2002.

UNFUNDED MANDATES POINT OF ORDER

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, I rise
to make a point of order against con-
sideration of H.J. Res. 87.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his point of order.

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, pur-
suant to section 425 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974, I make a point of
order against consideration of H.J. Res.
87.

Section 425 states that a point of
order lies against legislation which ei-
ther imposes an unfunded mandate in
excess of $58 million against State and
local governments or when the com-
mittee chairman does not publish,
prior to floor consideration, a CBO cost
mandate of any unfunded mandate in
excess of $58 million against State and
local entities.

H.J. Res. 87 will in effect set the Nu-
clear Waste Policy Act as amended in
1987 into action. The bill reads in part,
‘‘Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, that
there hereby is approved the site at
Yucca Mountain, Nevada for a reposi-
tory.’’

In other words, Madam Speaker, pas-
sage of this resolution will green-light
the Yucca Mountain project, thus al-
lowing for shipment of high level nu-
clear waste beginning in the year 2010
and continuing for the next 38 years.

Thus, passage of H.J. Res. 87 clearly
places an unfunded mandate on our
taxpayers.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS)
makes a point of order that the joint
resolution violates section 425(a) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

In accordance with section 426(b)(2)
of the Act, the gentleman has met his
threshold burden to identify the spe-
cific language in the joint resolution
on which he predicates the point of
order.

Under section 426(b)(4) of the Act, the
gentleman from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 10 minutes of debate on the ques-
tion of consideration.

Pursuant to section 426(b)(3) of the
Act, after that debate the Chair will
put the question of consideration, to
wit: ‘‘Will the House now consider the
joint resolution?″

The gentleman from Nevada (Mr.
GIBBONS) will be recognized for 10 min-
utes and the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. TAUZIN) will be recognized for 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS).

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, passage of H.J. Res.
87 will undoubtedly put a process in
place that will exceed the $58 million
threshold outlined in section 425 of the
act. Instead of looking at what the
CBO score tells us, let us look at what
it does not tell us. What the CBO is un-
able to tell us is how much it will cost
our local community to implement the
Nuclear Waste Management Act, as far
as preparing our State and local gov-
ernments for the enormous cost of safe-
ty monitoring these tens of thousands
of high level nuclear waste shipments
that are going to occur throughout our
community.

Madam Speaker, by the CBO’s inabil-
ity to score the total cost of this
project, again a project receives a
green light upon passage of the legisla-
tion currently before us, there might
as well not even be a CBO score. The
chairman of the committee has ful-
filled his obligation to publish a cost
estimate for H.J. Res. 87; however, the
CBO cost only gives the House the rec-
ommended 5-year cost projection. As
we know, under the Nuclear Waste Pol-
icy Act, shipments of high level nu-
clear waste to Nevada will not even
begin until the year 2010, about 8 years
from now. With the CBO unable to give
a cost estimate on the Yucca Mountain
project’s total price tag, passage of
H.J. Res. 87 provides the Federal gov-
ernment a blank check to proceed with
this project.

In the end, the Federal Government
will demand that our State and local
governments spend billions of dollars
over the next four decades to prepare
for those shipments that will traverse
their respective States and districts.
Neither the Department of Energy nor

Congress has anticipated or provided
for the massive costs that will be in-
curred by States and local govern-
ments if we pass this legislation.

The paltry $17 million budgeted by
the Department of Energy in its fiscal
year 2003 budget will not come close to
covering these costs. States and local
governments will be left with billions
of dollars in unfunded expenses which
would not be incurred except for the
Federal high level radioactive waste
program. Some may counter this argu-
ment by saying that we can rec-
ommend on the Nuclear Waste Fund,
established by Congress, to pay for the
cost of Yucca Mountain.

Well, consider this argument: Cur-
rent estimates put the Nuclear Waste
Fund at about $17 billion. That balance
pales in the comparison to the total
construction and compliance costs at
Yucca Mountain of almost $60 billion.

What is more, the nuclear power in-
dustry faces an uncertain economic fu-
ture. Let me point out a few of the
problems facing the industry. The in-
dustry is supposed to be responsible for
paying the costs associated with the
nuclear waste disposal. No nuclear
power plants have been built since 1978.
More than 100 reactors have been can-
celed, including all ordered after 1973.
The nuclear power industry’s troubles
include nuclear high power plant con-
struction costs, relatively low costs for
competing fuel, public concern about
nuclear safety and waste disposal, as
well as regulatory compliance costs.

Electric utility restructuring, which
is currently under way in several
States, could also increase the com-
petition faced by existing nuclear
plants.

High operating costs have resulted
during the past decades in the shut-
down of nearly 20 U.S. commercial re-
actors before the completion of their
40-year license operating period.

Madam Speaker, the viability of the
Nuclear Waste Fund is directly related
to the continued viability of the nu-
clear utility industry. Taxpayers are
not supposed to fund the program. The
program is supposed to be funded by
the nuclear energy industry and the
ratepayers who purchase and benefit
from their electricity.

The price tag of this project will be
tremendous. Not in the next 5 years, as
outlined by the CBO score, but in 8
years, and the subsequent 4 decades be-
yond that.

Madam Speaker, 8 years from now
the Department of Energy will begin
filling your roads and highways and
railways with high level nuclear waste.
The cost to even begin preparing our
first responders will be staggering, let
alone the cost of any clean-up associ-
ated with one of 400 accidents the De-
partment of Energy tells us that we are
to prepare for when they begin these
shipments.

I ask that delegates call their State
governors and ask does room exist in
their budget to meet these needs and
these expensive costs? Ask your local
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county commissioners can they afford
the increased costs of protecting these
shipments? Ask city council members
in your district will they have room to
budget in their budget for these in-
creased costs? Ask your local fire fight-
ers, police officers, State troopers,
your emergency response teams, EMTs
and haz-mat crews, will they be able to
afford such costs?

Again, the DOE tells us that acci-
dents happen. This is not spilled milk.
An accident involving shipments of
high level nuclear waste requires more
than a mop and bucket of water to
clean up. Imagine the cost of the train-
ing just to prepare for a potential re-
sponse to one of these accidents.

Madam Speaker, H.J. Res. 87 is an
unfunded mandate. The CBO cannot
tell us whether or not carrying out the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act by passing
this resolution will exceed the $58 mil-
lion threshold. And because CBO can-
not give us this information, we must
assume that the threshold can and will
be exceeded.

Now some tell us not to worry, that
DOE and Congress will ensure the nec-
essary funding will be provided at the
right time. If this is the case, Madam
Speaker, where are we going to get the
money? What programs will have to be
cut to pay for this irresponsible policy?
Will we cut the Department of Defense
budget as we carry out this long, pro-
tracted war against terrorism? Will we
cut out Medicare or any possibility of
implementing a prescription drug ben-
efit for our seniors? Or will we allow
ourselves to drive the Social Security
trust fund at the same time our baby
boomer generation sits on the brink of
retirement?

Assuming the DOE begins shipment
in 2010 as planned, Congress would have
to budget $3.6 billion per year begin-
ning with this year’s budget in order to
provide adequate funding for States.
The fact is, Madam Speaker, as with
every other issue we debate in this
body, the money has to come from
somewhere and somewhere always
leads to the taxpayers in this great
country.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote against this unfunded
mandate and support the point of order
I just made.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAU-
ZIN) opposed to the point of order?

Mr. TAUZIN. Yes, Madam Speaker, I
am.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Louisiana for 10 minutes.

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
rise in strong opposition to this effort
to block consideration of this very bi-
partisan consideration.

Madam Speaker, I know the gen-
tleman well and he is my friend and I
know his intentions are good. He is
doing everything that he thinks is in

the best interest of his State. And I
think we all can respect that. But, very
frankly, this point of order is com-
pletely without foundation and it is
clearly just an effort to obstruct con-
sideration of House Joint Resolution
87, a resolution that was reported out
of the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce by a vote of 41 to 6, an incredibly
bipartisan vote.

When my committee filed its report
on House Joint Resolution 87, it in-
cluded a cost estimate from the Con-
gressional Budget Office. This is it
here. And the Congressional Budget Of-
fice report literally satisfies one of the
requirements under the Unfunded Man-
date Reform Act. This CBO cost esti-
mate thoroughly reviewed the budget
impacts of this resolution, and it did
not identify any new mandates in this
resolution that would fall under the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act.

The CBO cost estimate, in fact, fur-
ther clarified that even if some minor
costs of State and local governments
did fall under the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act, these costs would not ex-
ceed the thresholds established under
UMRA.

Let me quote from the CBO estimate
directly: ‘‘H.J. Res. 87 could increase
the costs that Nevada and some local
governments would incur to comply
with certain existing Federal require-
ments. The Unfunded Mandate Reform
Act, UMRA, is unclear about whether
such costs would count as new man-
dates under UMRA. In any event, CBO
estimates that the annual direct costs
incurred by State and local govern-
ments over the next 5 years would
total significantly less than the thresh-
old established in the law ($58 million
in 2002, adjusted annually for infla-
tion).’’
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In other words, CBO is saying we are
not sure we even count those costs; but
if we did, they do not meet the thresh-
old of the Unfunded Mandates Reform
Act.

Finally, CBO notes that H.J. Res. 87
contains no new private sector man-
dates as defined in the Unfunded Man-
dates Reform Act. Madam Speaker, the
CBO report speaks for itself. It is very,
very clear.

We may hear that the real costs that
should be considered are those that
occur after the 5-year period that CBO
has looked at. Well, for better or worse,
whether we like it or not, whether we
think the law ought to be different, our
rules only require CBO to look at 5
years and not into the indefinite fu-
ture; and what CBO has told us in this
report is that there are simply no costs
that cross the Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act limits, the thresholds for
those 5 years.

The law is satisfied. Our rules are
satisfied. We ought to proceed with the
consideration of this important resolu-
tion.

The Chair will put the question when
this debate is over on this point of

order, and the question will be whether
we should proceed or not. I will ask all
Members who support this resolution
to vote ‘‘yes.’’ We should proceed be-
cause this point of order is completely
without foundation.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I will remind my good friend and col-
league, the chairman of the committee,
that shipments will not begin until 8
years from today, not the 5 years as
recommended in the CBO score.

Madam Speaker, I yield the balance
of my time to the gentlewoman from
Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY).

Ms. BERKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Nevada (Mr.
GIBBONS) for yielding me the time.

I find it very ironic that this Con-
gress is willing to put nuclear waste in
a hole in the Nevada desert for 10,000
years, yet we are talking about a 5-
year unfunded mandate.

I rise in strong support of the gentle-
man’s point of order. It is bad enough
that we are set to vote on a resolution
that will approve the Yucca Mountain
project that has costs ranging from $56
billion to $308 billion. Nobody knows
exactly how much this project will
cost. This money is supposed to come
from the nuclear waste fund, but the
fund only has $17 billion in it. Where is
the rest of this money going to come
from? Are the proponents of this fool-
hardy project proposing to raise taxes,
dip into the Social Security trust fund?
This proposal only gets worse.

If we approve Yucca Mountain, more
than 108,000 shipments of deadly nu-
clear waste will be rolling across our
Nation’s highways and railroads,
through 43 States for the next 38 years
on its way to Yucca Mountain. As it
passes through each of the 703 counties
along the proposed transportation
routes, local law enforcement and first
responders must be prepared for the
worst. And if the worst happens, where
is the money going to come from to
clean up the mess, the destruction, the
devastation?

I see no provision in the budget to
cover these enormous costs. This is an
unfunded mandate to our local govern-
ments. We know from the DOE’s own
assessment that we can expect any-
where from 50 to over 300 accidents.
Our firefighters and first responders
must be specially trained to deal with
these nuclear waste shipments and the
accidents that will occur.

The nuclear waste fund does not have
the money to pay for this, so the un-
known costs are going to have to be
made up by local government and the
American taxpayers. We will be asking
citizens who have no part in creating
nuclear waste and have no benefits
from nuclear energy to fund the nu-
clear industry so they can move dan-
gerous nuclear waste through their
own backyards.

If we approve this resolution, the
American taxpayer will once again be
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asked to foot the bill for nuclear en-
ergy. There is not enough money in the
nuclear waste fund to cover the costs.
So sometime in the next 10 years we
will be either cutting corners when it
comes to safety, raising taxes, or raid-
ing Social Security.

None of these alternatives are ac-
ceptable to me, and I doubt outside the
nuclear industry and the nuclear indus-
try’s friends here in the United States
Congress that these alternatives would
not be acceptable to anyone else in our
country.

Yucca Mountain is a financial boon-
doggle that flies in the face of fiscal re-
sponsibility. I urge my colleagues to
support this point of order.

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON),
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Energy and Air Quality.

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN) for yielding me
the time.

Obviously, I rise against this point of
order of my good friend from Nevada. I
am shocked, shocked and amazed, that
he would think that the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BOUCHER) and I
would present a bill on the floor that
had an unfunded mandate.

I am one of the most conservative
Members of this body, and I am joined
by one of the most distinguished con-
servative Members, he would say mod-
erate, progressive, Members on the
other side of the aisle; and for us to
bring forward an unfunded, an un-
funded mandate is just beyond the
pale.

I would point out that since we
passed a Nuclear Waste Policy Act in
1982, we have collected over $15 billion
in the nuclear waste fund. Every time
a nuclear plant generates a kilowatt of
electricity, one mil, which is 1⁄10 of a
cent, goes into this fund; and we are
collecting about $750 million a year as
we speak into this fund. So this is far
from being an unfunded mandate. This
is the most overfunded, unmet, unobli-
gated, unconstructed thing that we
could have ever done in Federal Gov-
ernment.

I would also point out, as my good
friend, the full committee chairman,
has already pointed out, that when we
passed this resolution on a bipartisan
basis out of the committee, we sent it
to the Congressional Budget Office; and
they have given us the requisite report
that the chairman has a copy of that
says quite clearly that the costs of this
for the next 5 years are well under the
threshold of the Unfunded Mandate
Act.

There are a number of reasons for
people to be opposed to the underlying
resolution. My good friend from Ne-
vada is certainly entitled to oppose it,
but there is no reason to support the
point of order that it is an unfunded

mandate. Nothing, Madam Speaker,
could be further from the truth.

When it comes to the end of the de-
bate, I certainly hope that the Speaker
will throw out this scurrilous point of
order so that we can get on with the
debate, have a debate on the under-
lying bill and then hopefully support
the underlying bill that the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BOUCHER) and my-
self have put to the body.

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself the remaining time and ask
that we put the question with the re-
quest that all Members who support
this resolution vote ‘‘yes’’ when the
Speaker puts the question.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The question is: Will the
House now consider House Joint Reso-
lution 87.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 308, nays
105, not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 132]

YEAS—308

Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bono
Boozman
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Cardin
Carson (OK)
Castle

Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Deal
Delahunt
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Fattah
Ferguson
Flake

Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Ganske
Gekas
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof

Hunter
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Mollohan

Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Osborne
Otter
Oxley
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roukema
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays

Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Snyder
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Wu
Wynn
Young (FL)

NAYS—105

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Baca
Baldwin
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Blumenauer
Bonior
Boswell
Capps
Capuano
Condit
Conyers
Davis (CA)
Davis, Tom
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Diaz-Balart
Doggett
Eshoo
Farr
Filner
Gallegly
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gonzalez
Harman
Hinchey
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Inslee
Israel

Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jones (NC)
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kucinich
Langevin
Lantos
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Moore
Napolitano
Oberstar
Ortiz
Owens

Pallone
Pelosi
Pence
Pombo
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Schiff
Serrano
Sherman
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Solis
Souder
Stark
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Waters
Watson (CA)
Weiner
Woolsey
Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—21

Boehner
Burton
Buyer

Carson (IN)
Coyne
Crane

Hall (OH)
Jones (OH)
Kind (WI)
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Kleczka
Moran (VA)
Nadler
Ose

Riley
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Simpson

Smith (TX)
Stupak
Traficant
Waxman
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Messrs. McNULTY, GALLEGLY,
KUCINICH, INSLEE, UDALL of Colo-
rado, STARK, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, and Mrs. KELLY changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. CALVERT, HINOJOSA, and
HERGER changed their vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the question of consideration was
decided in the affirmative.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REQUEST TO TABLE H.J. RES. 87

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that H.J. Res. 87,
the Yucca Mountain Repository Site
Approval Act, be tabled.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Nevada?

Mr. TAUZIN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tlewoman under my reservation to ex-
plain her unanimous consent request.

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the
General Accounting Office, the inde-
pendent investigative arm of Congress,
recently recommended that the Yucca
Mountain project not be approved at
this time. The GAO recommended that
the government solve 293 outstanding
scientific problems before the project
be approved. After careful examination
of these scientific problems, the GAO
estimated that the Department of En-
ergy would need at least 4 more years,
until 2006, to resolve these problems.
The report concluded, ‘‘We question
the prudence and practicality of mak-
ing such a recommendation at this
time given the express statutory time
frames for a license application and the
significant amount of work remaining
to be done.’’

In addition, there are still enormous
and serious questions regarding the
transportation of nuclear waste. The
casks that will transport the waste
have not yet even been created, and no
cask has been tested full scale. In light
of 9/11, several government agencies
have begun a review of the safety and
security of nuclear waste transport.
The result of these reviews is not yet
complete. It is clear that we are mov-
ing ahead on this resolution pre-
maturely. It is not in the best interest
of the public, and it does not reflect
sound public policy.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Yucca Mountain Reposi-
tory Site Approval Act be tabled until
2006 when the scientific studies are
completed.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I insist on
my objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

Pursuant to section 15(e)(4) of the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, the

gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAU-
ZIN) and a Member opposed each will
control 1 hour.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I claim
the time in opposition.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed?

Mr. MARKEY. Yes, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Massachusetts will con-
trol 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN) for 1 hour.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, today the Chair will
consider one of the most important
public health and safety issues facing
the Nation, the development of a cen-
tralized and permanent geologic dis-
posal site for our country’s nuclear
waste, wastes that are laying around
all over the country in temporary stor-
age at nuclear facilities.

At present, high level nuclear wastes
are stored in 77 sites in more than 30
States in every region of the country.
Most of these waste sites are located
near a nuclear power plant where spent
nuclear fuel is carefully stored, and nu-
clear waste storage sites are also lo-
cated at former DOE weapons produc-
tion facilities like the Hanford site,
where liquid radioactive waste is
stored in tanks.

Every one of these waste sites shares
one common aspect: They were all de-
signed for temporary storage of these
dangerous wastes, not for long-term
storage.

The Yucca Mountain site is located
90 miles away from Las Vegas. It is iso-
lated on remote Federal land of the Ne-
vada test site, 14 miles away from the
closest residence, and it is safe and se-
cure. The waste will be stored more
than 600 feet underground, and more
than 500 feet above the water table.
The waste will be held in steel con-
tainers, and the containers will be
placed under a titanium shield.

Further, not only is the air space
around Yucca already restricted, but
an existing security force at the Ne-
vada test site will protect the area.
This is a comprehensive defense-in-
depth approach.

The Committee on Energy and Com-
merce held an exhaustive hearing on
this issue last month. We heard from
witnesses representing all sides of the
Yucca Mountain debate, including sci-
entists, politicians, regulators, and
public interest groups. Not a single
witness identified a significant sci-
entific or technical reason not to move
forward with this important project.

They also gave me an opportunity to
clarify some of the concerns frequently
expressed by the opponents of the
Yucca Mountain site, and the hearing
was very good for that purpose. For ex-
ample, opponents of Yucca Mountain
want us to stop this important project
because the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission has identified certain unre-
solved technical issues. However, the
NRC had testified and the DOE has

agreed that the DOE is on a path to-
ward resolving every single one of
those technical issues, and the Sec-
retary of Energy committed to answer
every one before licensing is possibly
complete or approved. In fact, 60 of
those issues should be resolved this
year.

Further, the NRC will not approve
the construction license for Yucca
Mountain unless every single one of
those issues are thoroughly and prop-
erly addressed. The opponents of Yucca
Mountain will argue that we should
stop the project because the Nuclear
Waste Technical Review Board believes
the science of Yucca Mountain is weak
to moderate. However, at the hearing
the board pointed out that no indi-
vidual technical issue would automati-
cally eliminate Yucca Mountain. The
Nuclear Waste Board also testified that
confidence in DOE science estimates
can be increased.

I understand that this issue is of
great concern to the elected leaders of
Nevada, and I sympathize with their
plight. I hope that the debate today
can focus on a discussion of the facts
rather than an effort to manufacture
unrealistic and implausible fears in the
minds of the public regarding this
project.

A vote in favor of H.J. Res. 87 will
simply move the Yucca Mountain
project forward to the next stage of re-
view; but even with congressional ap-
proval of this resolution today, con-
struction will not proceed at Yucca
Mountain unless it passes strict health
and safety requirements set up by EPA
and the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion.

On February 15, 2002, the President
recommended on the advice of DOE
Secretary Spencer Abraham that Con-
gress approve the Yucca Mountain site
even if the State of Nevada dis-
approves. Based upon our review and
understanding of DOE’s extensive sci-
entific work, I am prepared to support
this important policy decision, and I
hope Members do, too.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON), the
chairman of the subcommittee, for his
extraordinary work on this, and the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. BOUCHER) for their co-
operation, and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) for his support
for our effort. I want all Members of
this House to know this bill came out
of our committee by a 41–6 bipartisan
vote. It is sponsored and cosponsored in
a bipartisan way. It is supported in a
bipartisan way.

This is the right thing for America.
And we stand as Americans united to
get this important resolution passed so
that we can set our nuclear industry
back on a current safe path; and, in-
deed, make room for future improve-
ments in the nuclear industry in this
country, as well as the environmental
cleanup of sites that demand early
rather than late attention.
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Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-

sent to yield 20 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. BOUCHER),
the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Energy and Air Quality
for purposes of control.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana?

There was no objection.
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve

the balance of my time.
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself 4 minutes.
Mr. Speaker, this is a historic occa-

sion. Twenty years ago on this floor we
passed the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.
In that bill there was a decision made
by Congress that there would be 5 geo-
logic repositories that would be stud-
ied, and ultimately 2 would be selected,
1 on the east of the Mississippi and 1 to
the west of the Mississippi.

But between 1982 and 1987, two fac-
tors raised their heads: One, paro-
chialism. The States of Texas, of Wash-
ington, of Louisiana, of Tennessee, of
New Hampshire, in other words, all of
the States that were being considered
that had powerful political delegations,
said take our States off the list. And
the search was begun by this body to
find one State that had just two Mem-
bers of Congress and two Senators be-
cause that is the way ultimately in
1987 when the Congress revisited the
issue that it was resolved; not on sci-
entific grounds, not on the basis of
finding the best geologic repositories
east and west of the Mississippi, but
rather selecting the smallest State
with the smallest number of elected
representatives, and that turns out to
be the State of Nevada, which was de-
livered the nuclear queen of spades by
every other State that did not want it
in their State.

Now, what happens? Well, then ulti-
mately any Member who opposes
science being trumped by politics is
called anti-nuclear by the States that
do not want it in their States, even
though in most of those States they
have nuclear power plants. We wind up
in this Alice-in-Wonderland debate
where the poor State of Nevada is here
now raising the point that the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission has identified
the fact that there are still 293 unre-
solved environmental health and safety
issues, and asking the Congress and
asking the administration to wait until
those issues are resolved until any
movement forward is made on the
issue.

But because of a second major issue,
special interest, that is the nuclear
power industry, the Congress, as they
did in 1982, as they did in 1987, says no,
we cannot wait. We must now continue
forward. It is this indifference to the
very legitimate concerns that are being
raised by the State of Nevada which
should be most troubling to Members
here today.

The nuclear power industry may
want this. Other States that could have
been considered for the repository, and

might have been better long term
10,000-year locations for the waste, may
want this. States that have 6 or 8 nu-
clear reactors in them but do not want
the nuclear repository and want the
waste out of their State may want this,
but it is wrong for us to move forward
today when we can move forward next
year or the year after if the 293 envi-
ronmental health and safety questions
have not been resolved, because the de-
cision we make today creates an inex-
orable pressure on investments already
made, decisions already made that will
buy us those environmental health and
safety decisions over the next 2 and 3
years, and ultimately bad decisions
will be made that will compromise the
environment.

b 1300

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. BOUCHER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the pending measure and
urge its approval by the House. The
legislation takes the next necessary
step in a statutorily prescribed process
for establishing a site for the perma-
nent disposal of high level nuclear
waste. I want to begin these remarks
by commending Chairman TAUZIN of
the full Committee on Energy and
Commerce, subcommittee Chairman
BARTON, and also the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), the ranking
member of our full committee, for
their diligence and their persistence in
taking this necessary step. I am a co-
sponsor with them of the legislation
which is pending that will move the
process forward.

A permanent secure site for the dis-
posal of high level waste must be estab-
lished. Forty-five thousand metric tons
of waste now reside on-site at nuclear
reactors in 72 locations across the Na-
tion. This temporary siting of spent
fuel at reactor sites poses both a secu-
rity threat and an environmental
threat. In my view, arguments that
previously had been made that the per-
manent disposal of waste in dry cask
storage at these 72 reactor sites as an
alternative to the establishment of a
secure central repository for the waste
hold far less credence today after Sep-
tember 11 than they did before. I think
we really have no alternative to the de-
velopment of a central, secure disposal
site. The passage of the measure that is
now before the House is essential to
the development of that site.

While arguments will be made that
more could be learned about the pro-
posed Yucca Mountain site, I would
note that the recommendation of the
Secretary of Energy in January of this
year that Yucca Mountain be chosen
for permanent waste disposal is based
on fully 20 years of scientific investiga-
tion. The site characterization work
required under section 113 of the Nu-
clear Waste Policy Act has been car-
ried out. The public hearings focusing

on the Yucca Mountain site required
by section 114 of the act have been
held. If Congress passes the legislation
now pending before the House, which
overrides the disapproval of the Presi-
dent’s site designation that was issued
by Governor Guinn of Nevada on April
8, construction activities could not
commence at the site until the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission completes a
full technical and scientific review of
the site and also a review of the pro-
posed disposal methods at the site and
then issues a license for site construc-
tion.

No site will ever be found to be per-
fect for the disposal of high level nu-
clear waste, but I am persuaded that
the studies which have already been
conducted and the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission review that is still to
come provides sufficient assurances
that the appropriate nature of the
Yucca Mountain site has been estab-
lished and will justify approval of the
legislation now before us.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to take this
opportunity to note that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce has a
long tradition of addressing many of
our Nation’s most important public
policy challenges in a thoughtful and a
bipartisan manner. With the Sub-
committee on Energy and Air Quality
having approved this resolution by a
vote of 24–2 and the full Committee on
Energy and Commerce having approved
it by a majority of 41–6, nowhere has
our committee’s bipartisan tradition
and cooperation been more in evidence
than in our efforts to resolve the Na-
tion’s nuclear waste disposal problems.
For that bipartisan cooperation, I
again want to commend the commit-
tee’s leadership on both sides of the
aisle for moving expeditiously on this
matter.

Mr. Speaker, I urge approval of this
resolution by the House.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada (Ms. BERKLEY).

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, let me
begin by expressing the outrage felt
throughout Nevada about this ill-ad-
vised proposal. Eighty-three percent of
the people I represent vehemently op-
pose Yucca Mountain. Nevada does not
use nuclear energy. Nevada does not
produce one ounce of nuclear waste.
Yet Nevada is being asked to carry the
weight of a burden we have had no part
in creating.

I grew up in Las Vegas. Long before
I came to serve in Congress, I have
been fighting against this proposal to
transport 77,000 tons of toxic nuclear
waste across 43 States to be stored for
10,000 years in a hole in the Nevada
desert.

The original Nuclear Waste Policy
Act charged the Department of Energy
with the task of studying multiple po-
tential repository sites to determine
which would be the best to provide geo-
logic containment of nuclear waste.
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But in 1987, without the benefit of any
completed scientific study, Congress
passed the so-called ‘‘Screw Nevada’’
bill which made the most political of
decisions. It singled out Yucca Moun-
tain, Nevada as the only site to be
studied. There was no science, there
was no reason, except that Nevada was
a small State with a small congres-
sional delegation.

Almost immediately, it became ap-
parent that Yucca Mountain could not
contain the waste by natural geologic
barriers as required by law, so the DOE
simply changed the rules. The waste
would be stored in man-made canisters
for 10,000 years. Then it was discovered
that those canisters would quickly cor-
rode, so they added titanium drip
shields. Even with all of these man-
made barriers, there still had to be ger-
rymandering groundwater regulations
to set up contamination zones.

We have deviated so far from the
original intent of the proposal. We
have allowed the DOE and the EPA to
set standards that endanger the envi-
ronment and human health. Yet no one
seems to be willing to pull the plug on
this foolhardy idea.

This Nation has a serious waste prob-
lem. Every year our reactors create
2,000 tons of toxic nuclear waste. The
only method of disposal this country
has ever seriously studied is shipping
the waste across the country and
dumping it 90 miles outside of my
hometown of Las Vegas, the fastest
growing city in the country.

But there are major problems with
this plan. A central repository would
not mean, let me emphasize, not mean
that reactor sites around the country
would be cleaned out. That is a myth.
According to the government’s ship-
ping plans, in the year 2036, when
Yucca Mountain is filled to capacity,
there would still be 44,000 tons of nu-
clear waste stored at the reactor sites.
That means that after 38 years of ship-
ping high level waste through our cit-
ies and our towns, we will have reduced
on-site storage of nuclear waste by a
mere 4 percent. Why would we want to
risk shipping nuclear waste across 43
States for 38 years if it makes no dif-
ference in the amount of waste stored
on-site throughout the country?

There are also very serious scientific
concerns with the proposed dump.
Yucca Mountain is located in an earth-
quake and volcanic eruption zone.
Studies have shown that groundwater
can travel through fissures in the
mountain in a very short time frame,
dissolve the waste and contaminate
groundwater supplies, releasing deadly
toxins into the environment of the
Southwest. Recently an independent
investigation by the General Account-
ing Office found that there were 293 un-
resolved scientific questions that the
government had failed to address, and
the Nuclear Waste Technical Review
Board expressed limited confidence in
the DOE’s work, calling it ‘‘weak to
moderate.’’

Would any of us get on an airplane if
the FAA said it had only limited con-

fidence in the pilot’s ability to take off
and land? Would any of us drive across
a bridge if its structure was described
as weak to moderate? Would any of us
take medication if the FDA said there
were still 293 unresolved questions
about its safety? The answer is obvi-
ous. The answer is no. Yet with Yucca
Mountain, that is exactly what we are
going to do. The nerve of this adminis-
tration to pretend that this decision is
based on sound science.

If Congress approves this project, as
many as 108,000 shipments of nuclear
waste will travel through 43 States en
route to Yucca Mountain. The govern-
ment’s own statistical models show
that we can expect between 50 and 300
accidents involving nuclear waste. Peo-
ple make mistakes. Accidents happen.
But an accident involving nuclear
waste would be catastrophic, exposing
whole communities to radiation and
destroying the environment for thou-
sands of years. The cost of evacuation
and remediation would be astronomic,
not to mention the unspeakable cost of
human suffering.

An even more devastating scenario
would be a terrorist attack. We already
know that al Qaeda and other terrorist
groups are looking for the material to
go in a dirty bomb. These waste trans-
ports are exactly the type of target
rich environment they are looking for.
In the wake of 9/11, we cannot afford to
be naive and believe that we are safe
from people who would give up their
own lives to end ours.

Yucca Mountain will do nothing to
fix the nuclear waste problem in our
country. It will greatly exacerbate our
vulnerabilities to terrorist attacks.
With every truck, rail and barge ship-
ment, our homeland security becomes
more and more difficult to defend. The
Yucca Mountain project will put us all
at risk by transporting ‘‘mobile
Chernobyls’’ through our communities,
small towns and cities. If we cannot
move the waste safely, then we should
not be moving it at all.

Many of my colleagues ask if there is
an alternative. The PECO utility in
Philadelphia has reached an agreement
with the government in which the De-
partment of Energy will take title to
the waste, allowing the government to
protect it in reinforced secure facilities
without moving it around the country,
and at the same time allowing the util-
ity to lower its tax payments and its
bottom line.

In the long term, our country needs
to invest its resources into emerging
technologies seeking solutions to re-
duce volume, toxicity and half-life of
nuclear waste. We also need to develop
alternative renewable energy sources
to relieve our dependence on foreign oil
and nuclear power.

Almost 50 years ago, the Department
of Energy came to Nevada and asked us
to bear the brunt of atomic testing.
They assured Nevada test site workers
and other citizens in my State that
sound science demonstrated these tests
were not harmful. Many of these work-

ers are now dead, their families dev-
astated, and this government can never
clean up that legacy. Now the Depart-
ment of Energy is coming to Nevada
yet again and asking us to put trust in
them like they did our parents and our
grandparents. Well, this Congress-
woman and mother of two is going to
stand up to the Federal Government
and say, no, I will not let my children
become the cancerous legacy of the
DOE’s disingenuous promise of safety
and sound science.

I urge Members to vote ‘‘no’’ on this
resolution. It is a bad one. It is a bad
one for our families. It is a bad one for
our country.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am hon-
ored to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS), a
distinguished member of our com-
mittee and a lieutenant colonel of the
Army Reserves.

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of this joint resolu-
tion. I am also proud to be an original
cosponsor of this legislation. The vote
that Congress will be taking today says
that after 20 years of exhaustive sci-
entific analysis the government is
ready to designate Yucca Mountain—a
barren, windswept desert ridge 90 miles
northwest of Las Vegas—a safe site and
move to the licensing phase for the de-
velopment of an underground disposal
facility. The industry, environmental,
labor, consumer and business groups
have applauded the President and Sec-
retary Abraham for making this deci-
sion on sound science.

The administration is acting respon-
sibly to fulfill the Federal Govern-
ment’s longstanding obligation to the
American people to safely isolate and
dispose of used nuclear fuel and defense
waste. Now Congress must act to af-
firm President Bush’s decision and ad-
vance the Nation’s energy, economic
and environmental security.

There has been and will be a lot of
discussion today on transporting of nu-
clear waste. Numerous Members have
come before this body and have ex-
pressed concerns about the safety of
transporting spent nuclear fuel. The
truth is their concerns are misguided.
You cannot argue with the fact that al-
most 3,000 safe shipments of used nu-
clear fuel have taken place without
any release of radioactive material.
That is right. On some 3,000 occasions,
used fuel has traveled by truck or rail
across the country, including almost
500 in my home State of Illinois. The
reason you probably have not heard
about this is because not one of these
shipments has threatened the environ-
ment or public safety.

States like Illinois, which currently
has 11 nuclear reactors and gets almost
half of our electricity from nuclear
power, have gone to great lengths to
set up a system that will ensure safe
transportation of nuclear waste
through the State and across State
lines.
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They inspect the trucks and trains;
they inspect the roads, the rail lines.
They have set up emergency response
systems with local governments. They
coordinate all routes with the Federal
Government; and most of all, they en-
sure that the citizens of Illinois remain
safe.

Transporting spent nuclear material
is safe. It has been proven to be safe,
and there is no reason to doubt that it
will remain safe.

The State of Nevada has a tremen-
dous nuclear legacy, as identified by
this recently approved Nevada State li-
cense plate. The State of Nevada can
again fulfill their nuclear legacy and
continue to aid this Nation and our
citizens by safely storing high-level nu-
clear waste for our country. I ask all of
my colleagues to support this legisla-
tion.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KUCINICH).

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, the
transportation of this waste will re-
quire over 96,000 truck shipments over
4 decades. Almost every major east-
west interstate highway and mainland
railroad in the country will experience
high-level waste shipments. More high-
ly-radioactive waste will be shipped in
the first full year of repository oper-
ations than has been transported in the
entire 5-decade history of spent fuel
shipments in the United States.

The Department of Energy proposes
to directly impact 44 States and many
of the major metropolitan areas in the
Nation. At least 109 cities with popu-
lations exceeding 100,000, including my
constituents in Cleveland, Ohio, will be
subjected to repeated shipments with
minimal safeguards. Highway ship-
ments alone will impact at least 703
counties with a combined population of
123 million people. Nationally, 11 mil-
lion people reside within one-half mile
of a truck or rail route.

This never-before-attempted radio-
active materials transportation effort
will bring with it many risks, including
potentially serious economic damage
and property value losses in cities and
communities along shipping routes.
The poorly tested transportation casks
may be vulnerable to highway acci-
dents and security breaches.

Because of a lack of rail facilities to
several reactors, the Department of
Energy will use barge shipments to
move this waste to a port capable of
transferring the 120-ton cask to a train.
Some of these shipments will occur on
the Great Lakes, the world’s largest
source of fresh water. Over 35 million
people living in the Great Lakes basin
use it for drinking water.

The Federal Government must radi-
cally improve the safety and security
of these shipments, and that is the pur-
pose of the Nuclear Waste Transpor-
tation Protection Amendments Act of
2002 which I have introduced.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation would,
one, require comprehensive nuclear

waste transportation safety programs;
two, protect populated communities;
three, establish that the oldest fuel
first should be shipped; four, require
full-scale cask testing; five, require
State and local route consultations;
six, private carrier prohibitions; seven,
advanced notification; and, eight, safe-
ty precautions.

Vote against this legislation.
Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
Let me begin by recognizing the out-

standing efforts the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN), our committee
chairman; the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL), our ranking mem-
ber; the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BARTON), our subcommittee chairman;
and the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
BOUCHER), our ranking subcommittee
member. They have done an excellent
job on a very important piece of legis-
lation.

As an original cosponsor, I rise to
wholeheartedly support this legisla-
tion. As we discuss energy self-suffi-
ciency and national security, we must
keep in mind that nuclear energy is an
important part of a balanced energy
portfolio. This Nation has 103 reactors
that have a unique ability to power
economic growth without polluting our
air. This is the only expandable, large-
scale electricity source that avoids
emissions. Nuclear power is reliable
and affordable, with production costs
lower than coal and natural gas plants.

Today, nuclear energy produces 20
percent of our electricity and is essen-
tial to our national security. However,
it is important to recognize that there
must be permanent disposal of nuclear
waste. This is a reality which must be
addressed and which we are trying to
deal with here today.

Electricity consumers under the Na-
tional Nuclear Waste Policy Act have
committed $18 billion since 1983 to pay
for the disposal and storage of nuclear
waste. The Federal Government has
spent $7 billion in this same period to
study Yucca Mountain, and we are
right now overdue in fulfilling our
commitment to electricity consumers.
In my own State of Maryland, con-
sumers have paid $237 million into the
Nuclear Waste Disposal Fund since
1983. We in the State of Maryland are
expecting the Federal Government to
reach a conclusion. I believe the rest of
the country feels the same.

Yucca Mountain is a safe site for all
Americans. Currently, spent nuclear
fuel and high-level radioactive waste is
temporarily stored in 131 above-ground
facilities in 39 States. Mr. Speaker, 161
million Americans live within 75 miles
of these sites. One central site provides
more protection for this material than
do the existing 131 sites. After 20 years
of research, billions of dollars of care-
fully planned and reviewed scientific
field work, the Department of Energy
has concluded that the repository at
Yucca Mountain brings together the lo-
cation, the natural barriers, and the
design elements most likely to protect

the health and safety of the public, in-
cluding those Americans living in the
immediate vicinity.

Used nuclear fuel storage in current
power plants is safe, but nuclear power
plants are not designed for long-term
disposal. Permanent disposal, perma-
nent long-term disposal will be man-
aged by the Federal Government under
this bill. The fuel will be stored 1,000
feet underground where it will be more
secure.

Now, many people today have talked
about transportation issues. We have
empirical experience. After 45 years of
experience and 3,000 shipments of used
nuclear fuel by rail and by truck, no
radiation releases, no fatalities, inju-
ries or environmental damage have oc-
curred because of the radioactivity of
the cargo. The Department of Energy
will coordinate transportation routes
with local and State officials so local
communities will not be excluded from
this process. When operational, there
will only be one or two shipments per
day.

This is the reality. This is the chal-
lenge that Congress has been asked to
address. With 20 percent of our elec-
tricity produced by nuclear power
plants, how do we dispose of it? We
have studied it for 20 years. The Amer-
ican taxpayers have paid billions of
dollars to have it disposed of. We have
a site and we have sound science. I urge
us to pass this resolution and dispose
of nuclear waste.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Ms. RIVERS).

(Ms. RIVERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I stand in
opposition to this proposal. Under this
particular plan, over 100,000 train,
truck, and barge shipments, each car-
rying deadly, high-level nuclear waste,
would have to go through 45 States,
over 300 congressional districts, and
hundreds of cities and towns; and 77,000
tons of nuclear waste would have to be
relocated, which would require up to
108,000, 108,000 truck, rail, and barge
shipments over 38 years.

Based on the Department of Energy
estimates, a nuclear waste shipment
would have to leave a site somewhere
in the United States every 4 hours for
24 years. Three thousand barge ship-
ments may be necessary, including
shipments on the world’s largest fresh
water source, the Great Lakes, which
surround my beautiful State, to reach
this plant.

So far, over 16 million Americans
would be projected to live within a half
mile of proposed nuclear transpor-
tation routes. The shipping containers
now available cannot resist explosives
or fires associated with truck and rail
accidents.

Proponents speak with a confidence
belied by actual experience. The entire
history of nuclear shipments to date
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comprised less than 1 percent of the
total to be shipped to Yucca Mountain.
This waste is so radioactive that direct
exposure quickly causes death and even
a minute particle ingested or inhaled
will cause cancer.

We will hear from other speakers
that legitimate doubts exist as to the
safety of the proposed site and that
even if approved, the Yucca Mountain
solution does not come close to solving
the Nation’s nuclear waste problem.
After 30 to 40 years of continuous ship-
ping of nuclear waste through our cit-
ies and towns, so much more waste will
have been produced, but there will be
hardly a dent in today’s problem.

Additionally, the cost of the Yucca
Mountain project is spiraling out of
control. A few years ago, the Energy
Department said it would cost hun-
dreds of millions of dollars. Now they
say it is $56 billion. Independent esti-
mates of the costs soar into the hun-
dreds of billions, some up to $309 bil-
lion. The nuclear waste trust fund has
only $11 billion in it. Where is the
money going to come from? More
taxes? Social Security? How will we
pay the cost of this proposal?

Taxpayers should not end up footing
the bill for the power industry’s spent
fuel. ‘‘No’’ is the right vote.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 6 minutes.

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
before I begin my prepared remarks, I
want to apologize to the gentleman
from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS). In the mo-
tion on the point of order, I was trying
to be humorous and if I offended the
gentleman in any way, I am prepared
to ask that my own words be taken
down, because the last thing in the
world I want this body or the country
to feel is that I do not have the utmost
and total respect for the gentleman
from Nevada and the fine work that he
has done on behalf of his constituents.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Nevada.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman for the oppor-
tunity. Certainly I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s remarks and his words are
very serious to me. I want the gen-
tleman to know that we take this de-
bate very seriously. I appreciate the
gentleman’s concern and his remarks,
and certainly no offense was taken.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
we are here today to move a resolution
that would move forward the process
that would ultimately result in a site
being selected to store high-level nu-
clear waste that has been generated
primarily by our civilian nuclear reac-
tors in this country. Those reactors
have been generating electricity for
the American people for the last ap-
proximately 40 years. Today, 20 percent
of our Nation’s electricity is generated
by nuclear power generators. At the

time those power plants were put into
operation, there was not a plan on
where to store the high-level nuclear
waste, because at that time it was as-
sumed that the Congress and the indus-
try and the various advocacy and
stakeholder groups would mutually
agree on a plan and a site, or sites.
That has not happened for a number of
reasons.

Nuclear power has become very con-
troversial. The issue of where to store
the waste has been used as a surrogate
on whether one was for or against nu-
clear power, which brings us to today.
In 1987, we passed a series of amend-
ments in an appropriations bill that
said we are going to store this waste at
Yucca Mountain in Nevada. Since that
time, we have spent approximately $7
billion trying to determine whether, in
fact, that was a wise decision. There
have been hundreds of thousands of
studies, hundreds of thousands of man-
hours spent conducting studies, costing
hundreds of millions of dollars, to de-
termine whether it is safe to store the
high-level nuclear waste out at Yucca
Mountain.

The Department of Energy submitted
a recommendation to the President;
the recommendation to the President
said that they think it is safe. The out-
side policy review board that has the
watchdog opportunity has said that
that recommendation is weak to mod-
erate, but the technical issues that are
outstanding can be resolved in the next
several years.

So this resolution simply says the
Governor’s objection to that decision,
the Governor of Nevada, the State in
which the repository would be located,
not withstanding that the Congress
goes on record telling the Department
of Energy that it can go ahead and go
forward with the licensing application
process to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

Now, I would point out that there is
nothing absolutely certain in life ex-
cept death. We are all going to die. In
the interim, we want to make our lives
as positive and as constructive as pos-
sible; and in the modern era we want
energy sources that are safe and effi-
cient and reliable to make our lives as
constructive as possible. Those that op-
pose the repository at Yucca Mountain
because it is not 100 percent certain
that over the next 400,000 years there is
absolutely no way that something
wrong can go wrong are asking for the
impossible.
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I cannot guarantee that when I walk
out of this Chamber to go back to my
office, if I cross the street, that a car
will not hit me. I do not think it will,
but I cannot guarantee that I will not
have some sort of an accident just
walking from here back to the Rayburn
Office Building. The probabilities are
that I will not.

If we look at all the scientific evi-
dence that has been prepared on Yucca
Mountain, it shows that to the degree

that men and women can provide cer-
tainty, we are certain that for the next
10,000 years the repository at Yucca
Mountain will be safe.

So I would ask when it comes time to
have this vote that we vote to send this
resolution to the other body and we say
that we believe that we need to make a
decision to have a repository, and that
repository should be at Yucca Moun-
tain. Then we will work together in a
bipartisan fashion to guarantee the
transportation issues, to guarantee the
safety and scientific issues so that the
repository can be built and maintained
in a safe and effective fashion.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I have
to admit, the first time I heard about
the concept of placing this waste at
Yucca Mountain a few years ago, I
thought it was a very good idea. I
thought so for one reason: Nevada is
not Texas. I think that is the main rea-
son why so many people approve of the
Yucca Mountain site today, because
Nevada is not South Carolina, it is not
Maine, and it is not California.

But as one of my neighbors, Molly
Ivins, pointed out recently in a col-
umn, ‘‘putting the nuclear waste in
Yucca Mountain is Nevada’s problem.
Getting it there is ours.’’ These trans-
portation routes will affect not just
Nevada, but families in most every
State in the country.

Indeed, one of the routes the Energy
Department had on its list until re-
cently, consistent with some of the
comments that we do not need to
worry about transportation, was within
sight of the United States Capitol.
They were proposing to run this nu-
clear waste through Washington.

To the gentleman who came and said
that we have never had a problem haul-
ing nuclear waste, I submit that his
statement is about as persuasive as
someone who stood on this floor last
year and said an airplane has never
been used as a bomb. Things are dif-
ferent after September 11, and are we
increasing the risk to the American
people, increasing the exposure, by
having these ‘‘mobile Chernobyls’’
crossing the country back and forth,
affecting millions and millions of
United States citizens. Or would we be
better off looking for alternatives to
nuclear power and looking for long-
term alternatives to Yucca Mountain?

The truth of the matter is that if we
really recognize how long this waste is
going to be dangerous, the NIMBY ap-
proach, not in my backyard, one needs
to recognize that Nevada is in the
backyard of everyone in this country.
It cannot be isolated from everyone
else.

The other big issue is not just the
length of the time, the question is
whether we want to have an incentive
for more and more of this waste to be
generated. They say, ‘‘If you build it
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they will come.’’ But this isn’t a ‘‘Field
of Dreams,’’ it is a ‘‘mountain of night-
mares.’’ If this facility is established,
there will be more and more nuclear
waste generated.

Finally, I have to say that I particu-
larly want to applaud the leadership of
the gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms.
BERKLEY). She has been unceasing in
bringing to our attention all of the im-
plications of this very serious mistake
that has been proposed.

I know there is some bipartisan sup-
port for it, but it is troubling that a
Republican President and a House Re-
publican leadership would so aggres-
sively promote this unfortunate resolu-
tion, and that we would be told by Re-
publican leaders during debate that
this is ‘‘Nevada’s legacy.’’ It is a legacy
we will all be stuck with if this meas-
ure is approved.

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM).

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, few
issues could be more important to the
future security of the United States
than passage of House Joint Resolution
87. For over two decades, scientists
have subjected the suitability of Yucca
Mountain to intense scrutiny, at a cost
of more than $7 billion. It has been con-
cluded that radioactive material can be
safely stored deep underground in this
area.

Today, this material is located at 131
different sites around the country in
temporary above-ground storage. As a
result, almost 162 million people live
within 75 miles of one of these tem-
porary storage facilities. Consolidating
this material in one safe, secure under-
ground location is the rational answer
to the waste disposal question.

Furthermore, by moving excess
waste from commercial and decommis-
sioned plants, we will remove 131 tar-
gets from a potential terrorist attack.

Some would make an issue of trans-
portation. The Department of Trans-
portation, in conjunction with the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission, has en-
sured that many precautions are taken
when transporting nuclear materials
relating to routing, security, tracking
of progress via satellite on a 24-hour
basis, and coordination with State offi-
cials. To date, we have transported
more than 2,700 shipments of spent nu-
clear fuel over the last 30 years, trav-
eling over 1.6 million miles without
any harmful release of radiation.

Preliminary route selection and de-
tailed planning will begin at least 5
years before the first shipment takes
place.

Nothing is perfect, but I would say,
as a rural electric cooperative man-
ager, I worked to promote alternative
energy sources 9 years before coming
to Congress. Our membership thought
it important to invest in alternative
energy sources such as nuclear as a
means to balance our energy budget.
This was in 1970.

The 103 operating nuclear power
plants in the United States are pro-
viding 20 percent of the Nation’s elec-
tricity. In fact, nuclear power supplies
10 percent of the electricity generated
in Texas, including that produced by
TXU’s Comanche Peak plant in my dis-
trict.

Please join me in supporting the Fed-
eral Government’s commitment to
safely store nuclear fuel by voting for
House Joint Resolution 87.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. UPTON),
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Telecommunications and the Internet
of the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

I, too, would like to compliment my
friends and colleagues, the gentleman
from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS) and the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MARKEY). They have been good adver-
saries on this issue from the start.

Let me read the President’s signing
statement when he signed the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act:

‘‘The Nuclear Waste Policy Act
which I am signing today provides the
long overdue assurance that we now
have a safe and effective solution to
the nuclear waste problem. It allows
the Federal Government to fulfill its
responsibilities concerning nuclear
waste in a timely and responsible man-
ner.’’ The President was Ronald
Reagan. The date was January 7, 1983,
nearly 20 years ago.

The other side, the opponents of this
legislation, say that we have not had
enough study. We have not spent
enough money. Well, we have spent
nearly $15 billion getting this site
ready, decades in time.

Where is this site, Yucca Mountain?
Well, it is on Federal land. It is close,
if not contiguous, to where we have
done nuclear testing for decades. It will
never be a vacation spot.

Many of the detractors that have
spoken today and will speak have al-
ways been against nuclear power,
which, by the way, provides nearly 20
percent of our Nation’s power. Mr.
Speaker, I do not know where the gen-
tleman was when the nuclear power de-
cision was made. I do know where I
was, elementary school, a long, long
time ago.

When the decision was made, the
Federal Government said it would take
care of the long-term safety and stor-
age of high-level nuclear waste. This
was confirmed by the courts.

For my district we have two nuclear
plants, both on the shores of Lake
Michigan. These two are among 103
throughout the country. Every single
one of these facilities is an environ-
mentally sensitive area. Many have
run out of room for the storage of high-
level nuclear waste. I have seen the
lead-lined cement silos in the dunes of
Lake Michigan. Yes, they are safe for
now, but I do not know that they are

safe for 1,000 years, let alone 10,000
years, as will be certified in Nevada be-
fore it will accept nuclear waste, still
more than a decade away.

The process for safe storage started
nearly 40 years ago. We need to finish
the job today. Safe storage and safe
transportation of high-level nuclear
waste in one safe place is essential,
particularly with the events of 9/11. We
have shipped more than 1,700 shipments
of high-level nuclear waste more than 1
million miles across this country with-
out a single release of radioactivity.

I know that that track record can
continue. I would urge all of my col-
leagues to support this legislation and
send it to the other body.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
could I ask how much time remains
controlled by the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. TAUZIN)?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Twenty-four and one-half
minutes.

Mr. MARKEY. Would it be possible,
Mr. Speaker, for us to get a review of
the time that each of us has at this
point?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) has 421⁄2 minutes.

Mr. MARKEY. And the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. WYNN)?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland has 91⁄2 minutes.

Mr. MARKEY. I think it would be ap-
propriate, if the gentleman would not
mind, for me to recognize a few of our
Members right now so that the time
would come down.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Did the
Speaker say that the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) had 421⁄2
minutes?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
what the Chair was advised. That is
correct.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Parliamen-
tary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. When the
total time was only 40 minutes, how
does he get 421⁄2 minutes?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. No, the
time controlled originally was 1 hour
on each side, 2 hours total between pro-
ponents and opponents.

There is 241⁄2 minutes remaining for
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR-
TON), 421⁄2 minutes for the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY), and
91⁄2 minutes for the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. WYNN).

Mr. MARKEY. If I may at this point,
there was an hour divided evenly be-
tween opponents and proponents, and
generously, the majority has relin-
quished 20 of its 60 minutes to the mi-
nority that shares the same views in
support of Yucca Mountain.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON)
object to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts’ suggestion to have two or
three speakers in sequence due to the
imbalance?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I am sorry, I
did not know that he had a pending re-
quest. What was the request?
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Mr. MARKEY. The request was that I

be allowed to recognize——
Mr. BARTON of Texas. I would gener-

ously allow the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts be allowed to recognize two or
three of his speakers in sequence.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. MATHESON).

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Speaker, I am
from the West. This is not the first
time the West has been asked to shoul-
der the nuclear burden of our country.
Dozens of atom bombs were detonated
at the Nevada test site between 1951
and 1963. The West was chosen because
as long as the winds were blowing east,
the fallout avoided big cities and trav-
eled over sparsely populated Nevada
and Utah towns.

I remember my father telling me how
people in southern Utah would watch
the sky light up, and how southern
Utahans supported the program be-
cause they were strong patriots who
believed in their country and they
trusted their government.

In the 1970s, my father, then the Gov-
ernor of Utah, was puzzled over an
alarming number of cancer deaths
among our family and friends in south-
ern Utah. Over and over he read ‘‘can-
cer’’ on death certificates of family
members, more than 50 aunts, uncles,
and cousins.

The Federal Government told us we
were safe, but the Federal Government
knew we were at risk. On October 7,
1990, my father died at age 61 from a
cancer called multiple myeloma. Thou-
sands of citizens throughout the West
continue to get sick and die from radi-
ation exposure-caused illnesses.

We saw a picture of a license plate
talking about the nuclear legacy of Ne-
vada. That is a legacy of which we
should be ashamed.

Why are we moving this waste at this
time? We are not running out of stor-
age space at existing sites, and in the
coming years, technological advance-
ments in reprocessing and recycling
may very well take care of much of the
waste.

That brings us to the real fallacy of
this entire exercise. If Members think a
vote for Yucca Mountain gets rid of the
waste in Members’ backyards, they are
wrong. As long as power plants are op-
erating, new waste will need to stay
put on-site for up to 10 years to cool
down before it can be shipped.

I can tell the Members as son of a
downwinder and a Congressman who
represents thousands of sick, dying,
and widowed victims of our nuclear
testing that the Federal record on this
issue has been appalling. Our Nation is
one of shared responsibility. By oppos-
ing the transcontinental shipment of
nuclear waste, we take care of all those
millions of people who live along the
roads and tracks to Yucca Mountain.
We protect their future from what is an
unfortunate legacy of my own State.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Massachusetts for his kindness in
yielding me time.

I think the very passionate words of
our good friend, the gentleman from
Utah, should really speak to the con-
cerns that we bring to the floor of the
House today.

Let me acknowledge the leadership
of the gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms.
Berkeley) for the passion that she has
given to this issue. But I really think
that we are here today to begin a dis-
cussion on whether or not nuclear en-
ergy should be at the forefront of the
policies of the United States of Amer-
ica, whether or not we need to begin
looking at conservation and other
issues, because let me tell the Members
what is bad about this particular pro-
posal: It is bad science.

As a member of the Committee on
Science, let me tell the Members that
we are not complying with the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act passed by this Con-
gress 20 years ago. We are not adhering
to good science.

Just recently, the General Account-
ing Office found 293 defects in the re-
search and advised the Bush adminis-
tration to hold off on passing this reso-
lution until 2006. If my math serves me
right, I believe we are in 2002. This is
the concern that those of us who live in
communities who have nuclear waste
and have nuclear power plants have.

I would imagine those individuals are
now looking at the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) on the floor
of the House and asking, why are you
speaking against your own neighbor-
hood?

b 1345
I am speaking for America and what

is going to happen to the thousands of
neighborhoods and schools which this
waste will be traveling by and endan-
gering the lives of those who are seek-
ing only to live in this country with a
great quality of life. My friend from
Utah (Mr. MATHESON) said it all. People
are dying of cancer. People are dying
because they have been exposed to ra-
diation with no good science.

Let us not make the same mistakes.
Let us implement a process of good
science. Let us wait until 2006. Let us
get rid of 293 defects. Let us not have
the children of America looking out-
side their window, and rather than say-
ing hello to the choo-choo train, they
are looking at a deadly disaster that
may happen in their neighborhoods.

I do not mind standing up with the
few and the brave, recognizing that
someone has to speak out. We have to
change our attitude, and I would say
we have to reject $40 million in lob-
bying for the Yucca Mountain. I oppose
H.J. Res. 87 and I ask my colleagues to
do so.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. BACA).

(Mr. BACA asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I stand in
opposition to H.J. Res. 87. We need a
coherent national strategy dealing
with nuclear waste, but this decision is
about local control. It is inappropriate
for us to be micromanaging Nevada on
something that is so important. We
should allow the governor to do his job.
He has decided that the Yucca Moun-
tain proposal is too dangerous to pur-
sue any further and we should not in-
tervene in what is a State and local de-
cision.

I am also concerned about the issue,
not just about the Members of Con-
gress, but as neighbors of hundreds of
thousands of people who could be
harmed by the transportation of this
through an accident that could occur.
The Department of Energy may be way
too tightlipped about the transpor-
tation routes that waste would travel
across the country on its way to Yucca
Mountain, but two things are certain.
One, a very large percentage of the
waste would travel through my dis-
trict, the Inland Empire. Two, acci-
dents will happen while transporting
the spent nuclear fuel.

If you look at the map, virtually all
the rails and routes would be used
through San Bernardino County, Cali-
fornia, my home. Half of the country
saw Spiderman this weekend. Well, we
are in the center of a nuclear transpor-
tation web. The thought of it makes
me angry. The thought of it scares me,
and it should scare my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle from the Inland
Empire. I call on all the Members from
Inland Empire and Southern California
to come together and oppose Yucca
Mountain.

Why should our constituents be
forced to face so much more of a risk of
danger and other activities that may
affect them?

Even the most conservative Energy
Department studies say that many ac-
cidents will occur and it is more likely
it will occur in transportation hubs
like my district where we had recently
a derailment of a train that caused a
lot of the homes in the areas to start
burning in the immediate area.

With this proposal, we will create
thousands of moving targets for terror-
ists. We know what happened on Sep-
tember 11 with the airplanes crashing
in the World Trade Center. Terrorists
would not need a dirty bomb because
we will have thousands of them crawl-
ing across the Nation just waiting for a
fuse to ignite them, killing hundreds
and thousands of people.

People are already living in fear. We
do not need to put additional people in
fear. I ask all Members to oppose this
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will recognize one additional
speaker of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and then will go
back to the rotation.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT).
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(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
feel a little like Yogi Berra when he
said, ‘‘This is deja vu all over again.’’

I was in the State of Washington in
1980 when we had exactly this, they
were going to put all this in Hanford.
We had a governor who said, bring it
all in. Bring it all in. Dixie Lee Ray.
And we got an initiative. We have col-
lected the signatures and 75 percent of
the people in the State voted no, we do
not want to accept all the waste from
the country. And she was defeated. I
knocked her out in the primary of that
election.

Now, what you are looking at is this
old business about NIMBY. It is not in
my back yard. Throw it over the fence.
Well, you cannot throw nuclear waste
over the fence. And if you try, you will
be putting it in trucks and railroads all
over this country. And if you did not
see what happened in Baltimore just a
couple weeks ago where they had a
train wreck in that tunnel and two
Amtrak train wrecks in the last
month, think about what happens in
your neighborhoods if that happens.

Now, all Members who are voting yes
are thinking thank God it is not going
to be in my neighborhood. But the fact
is it is going to be in your neighbor-
hood. It is going to be on the roads. It
is going to be on the trains. It is going
to be going past schools and hospitals.
And when that issue comes to you, as
it did in the State of Washington, sud-
denly all of the county sheriffs are say-
ing, we do not know what we are going
to do with all these trucks coming by
and we do not know if there is a fire.
We will need more money.

You will wind up giving yourself one
headache because this is being rushed
through for one reason: The President
has got the September 11 flag and he is
waving it around and wrapping himself
in it and saying, We got to have nu-
clear power, and if we do not get rid of
the nuclear waste, we cannot have nu-
clear power. So he sees his chance. He
wants to ram this through in spite of
the fact that the GAO says there are
293 problems. How can you go home
and defend to your people that you just
ignored those problems? Vote no.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL), the distinguished
ranking member of the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I have
heard a lot of misunderstanding today.
I have heard a lot of Members making
some rather terrifying speeches. I have
heard a lot of important statements,
and some of them have been factual. I
would ask that you listen to me be-
cause I want to tell you what is going
on.

First of all, this is not about putting
nuclear waste anywhere.

Second of all, it is not about moving
nuclear waste anywhere or moving it
down any particular road. It is just
about a step in a process to move for-
ward to decide ultimately where and
how we are going to put all this nu-
clear waste.

Are there problems with it at this
stage? Of course. Somebody said 293.
There may be that. There may be
more. But we spent $7 billion to char-
acterize Yucca Mountain as a site.
Nothing is going to happen when we
pass this bill except that about 2 years
down the road the NRC is going to
commence a licensing process to li-
cense a permanent storage repository
to receive the nuclear waste. That will
be an open process. Everybody will be
permitted to have their say. Members
of Congress here who are complaining,
all of their constituents, any industry,
you name it, can all have their say in
that process. It is going to be a thor-
oughly open process.

Now, there are going to be environ-
mental problems whatever course we
take. We can leave this nuclear waste
where it is. It is in pools. It is in neigh-
borhoods in your districts and mine.
We can leave it there, and it is going to
create a lot of nuclear problems. We
can set up some other alternatives
such as dry cask storage, and that is
going to make nuclear problems, and
they are going to remain in your neigh-
borhoods and in my neighborhood.

Now, I am not an advocate of putting
this anywhere. I am not an advocate of
putting it in Yucca Mountain or not
putting it in Yucca Mountain. I am
simply an advocate of this Congress
functioning responsibly, to come to a
decision on a major problem which we
have, a major energy problem, a major
environmental problem, a major land
use problem, a major concern to the
people of this country. We are pro-
ducing nuclear waste at nuclear power
plants and we are producing it in con-
nection with our defense activities.
That nuclear waste is going to go
somewhere. Right now it is scattered
around the country in all kinds of
places, and it is a hazard to your con-
stituents and mine.

We have got to have some resolution
to this problem of nuclear waste stor-
age, and it has got to be reasonable, in-
telligent, and we have got to come to
the best solution we can.

I mentioned we have already spent $7
billion to characterize this site, and we
will have to spend a lot more. I do not
know what the licensing process is
going to cost, but it is going to be plen-
ty. As I mentioned, it is going to be
open. Ultimately, we have to address
the problem.

Whatever we do is going to create en-
vironmental difficulties. It will be the
responsibility of the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce and of this Con-
gress and of NRC, of the executive de-
partment of government, of EPA and
all of the other agencies, to see that
the process is conducted in a way
which is safe, which creates a min-

imum of hazard, to see that the trans-
portation is done as safely as it can be
done with as little risk as possible to
the community and the people through
which it passes.

It will also be our responsibility to
see to it that all of the questions which
remain to be answered are answered.
That will be a part of the licensing
process, which is going to go on for
something like 4 to 6 years after we
conclude this. The probabilities are
that the decision will not be made
until some time around 2010 or perhaps
even later.

I think it makes good sense that this
body should exercise ordinary responsi-
bility. We have a duty to the people to
resolve this question. We are setting
about taking another step towards the
conclusion of an open process to arrive
at a decision, followed by the licensing
process which will take place at NRC
and, as I mentioned, that will be fully
open. EPA will be participating in
that. Every other citizen who has a
concern will.

My advice to this body is proceed. We
are simply taking a step forward. Let
us take that step forward and make the
process work in an open fashion for the
benefit of all us. Let us resolve the
question today. Vote aye.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD), a member
of the committee, who is sartorially re-
splendent.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, as an original co-spon-
sor of this, I rise in very, very strong
support of this resolution. The selec-
tion of Yucca Mountain as a permanent
nuclear waste repository is probably
one of the most important questions
that can face this Congress and for
years to come. As we all know, and it
has been said over and over again, over
45,000 metric tons of spent nuclear fuel
are currently scattered across the
country in some 70-plus sites across
our Nation. Clearly, clearly, it is in the
American public’s best interest to con-
struct one permanent, highly secured
repository for this waste. And, hope-
fully, one day a lot less of the waste as
we get our mixed oxide fuel plants
built and we can reduce the volume of
this waste, which is where I hope we
are going.

Twenty years ago the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act set a policy in motion.
Twenty years ago. The DOE has now
spent over $6.7 billion on characteriza-
tion and development activities at
Yucca Mountain. Now, part of this de-
bate really ought to be why in the
world has it taken 20 years to solve
this problem after spending $7 billion,
not to speak of the millions of dollars
that ratepayers have spent?

Having been to Yucca Mountain, I be-
lieve the dollars spent have yielded
credible research and pretty sound
science that justifies this Congress
moving to the next step. The vote
today does not lock us in forever and
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we are not committed forever to Yucca
Mountain, as the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) pointed out.
Even the Washington Post and the New
York Times actually agree with me
that now is not the time to jump ship.
Granted, that gave me some second
thoughts, but they are right. Now is
not the time to jump ship.

b 1400
The development of a permanent, se-

cure repository for spent nuclear fuel is
imperative for this country. It is im-
portant to my constituents at both the
Savannah River site and Plant Vogle,
but it is absolutely vital to the na-
tional energy policy and to our home-
land security.

I urge our Members, vote ‘‘yes’’ on
this today.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado (Ms. DEGETTE).

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I oppose
authorizing Yucca Mountain as the
permanent site for our Nation’s nu-
clear waste at this point, and I will tell
my colleagues why. Politics are driving
this process and not science. I realize
that the proponents of this site say
that the nuclear industry and the De-
partment of Energy have already stud-
ied the issue; but frankly, it is the final
grade that matters, not how much we
study, and at this point, Yucca Moun-
tain still gets a failing grade for many
in the scientific community.

Scientists both at the GAO and else-
where have stated, we have heard that,
that there are still issues to be ad-
dressed. There are still serious issues
at the site, the seismic activity and
ground water migration. The studies
on those issues will not be completed
till 2006. That does not mean that
Yucca will never achieve a passing
grade. Maybe future studies will deter-
mine this is the best and only place for
America’s nuclear waste, but this is
supposed to be the site where we put
our Nation’s radioactive waste for the
next 10,000 years.

I do not oppose Yucca Mountain as a
potential site outright. I just do not
think that the designation is timely.
How about completing the scientific
studies first? Seems like a no-brainer
to me.

I also, frankly, have grave concerns
about transporting the waste. A few
years ago in Denver, Colorado, where I–
70, the major east-west highway, and I–
25, the major north-south highway,
intersect, a truck with a big missile on
it fell over, and I shudder to think
what would happen if a truck con-
taining radioactive waste fell over in
the Mouse Trap in Denver, Colorado,
during rush hour. I do not care how
safe people say that is.

So let us make sure that we have the
science. Let us make sure that we have
real transportation assurances and
that local governments are working
with us. Let us have that in place be-
fore we do this. It only makes sense.
Vote ‘‘no’’ on the Yucca Mountain res-
olution.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
American Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA).

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I want to thank the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and the
gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms. BERK-
LEY) for their leadership roles in this
debate.

Mr. Speaker, why are we so bent on
storing nuclear waste at Yucca Moun-
tain? Is it because the U.S. has already
conducted more than 1,000 underground
nuclear bombs in the deserts of Ne-
vada? How fair is it to ask the good
people of Nevada to also be the sole
keeper of our Nation’s highly radio-
active nuclear waste? How fair is it to
transport nuclear waste across Amer-
ica’s farm lands, which are easier tar-
gets for terrorists to attack?

The fact of the matter is the largest
concentration of nuclear reactors lies
east of the Mississippi, and the risk of
transporting highly radioactive spent
fuel from these nuclear plants is a risk
this Nation just cannot afford to take.

Mr. Speaker, highly radioactive
spent fuel or nuclear waste is one of
the most toxic and dangerous sub-
stances known to mankind. For 10,000
years, highly radioactive spent fuel is
dangerous to human life. Visit the
Marshall Islands if my colleagues want
to see the residual effects of some 66
nuclear bombs that were exploded in
Micronesia. The reason why we discon-
tinued testing in the Marshalls is be-
cause we found strontium 90 in milk
products in Minnesota and Wisconsin.

Visit the islands of Moruroa and
Fangataufa in the South Pacific and
ask the French Government if after
detonating 220 nuclear bombs, that nu-
clear contamination is now leaking
into the ocean in the Pacific Ocean, de-
spite assurances from the French Gov-
ernment officials that this process is
okay and is good for 1,000 years. Give
me a break, Mr. Speaker.

I fear the good people of Nevada are
going to experience the same thing. If
the Congress approves this project, the
Department of Energy suggests there
will be as many 108,500 surface ship-
ments of nuclear waste making its way
across the heartland of America. An-
other 3,000 shipments will make their
way by barge across our waters.

Mr. Speaker, whether we spend $1 or
$100 billion to clean up our Nation’s nu-
clear waste, any amount of money can
never be equal to the life of any human
being.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HALL).

(Mr. HALL of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today, of course, in support of H.J.
Res. 87, a bill, as all of my colleagues
know, that provides for the develop-
ment of Yucca Mountain as a perma-
nent repository.

I think, though, first a word to those
who oppose this resolution. They have
done so honorably, steadfastly, and to
be Texas plain with them, they have
done so doggedly and working and
speaking for the care of their constitu-
ents’ will. For that, I admire and re-
spect them. To paraphrase Reverend
Billy Graham, I hate sin but I love the
sinner. I hate the absence of a perma-
nent repository, but I love and respect
those who oppose this bill. I simply dif-
fer with them, and I differ with them
for these reasons:

I think, first, that it has an unparal-
leled safety record in transporting nu-
clear fuel. That is necessary. That is
first; and, second, the long open public
licensing process. More than 45 years of
experience and 3,000 successful ship-
ments of used nuclear fuel within the
United States demonstrates that this
material can be safely transported to
Yucca Mountain by rail and/or by
truck. No radiation release, no fatali-
ties, no injuries or environmental dam-
age has occurred because of the radio-
activity of the cargo.

The containers used to ship nuclear
fuel are specially designed, robust steel
containers that have undergone rig-
orous testing and can withstand ex-
treme conditions including long-last-
ing fires, high-speed crashes, even sub-
mersion in water. The maintained in-
tegrity of the containers ensures the
health and safety of the public and en-
vironment during transportation of
spent nuclear fuel.

Mr. Speaker, upon site approval, a
three step nuclear regulatory commis-
sion licensing process will test and
verify DOE’s scientific work in a high-
ly rigorous public process. The sci-
entific work will continue throughout
the licensing period and operation of
the repository so that the government
will always be governed by the most re-
cent science.

Again, I admire and respect those
who defend their constituents. I urge
my colleagues, however though, to sup-
port H.J. Res. 87. Let us move this bill
on and get it behind us.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. BOUCHER) has 2 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) has 30 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. TAUZIN) has 221⁄2 minutes
remaining.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BURR), the vice chairman of
the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

(Mr. BURR of North Carolina asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BURR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the chairman of the
full committee for yielding me the
time.

I was struck earlier when the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL)
got up to speak because all of the sud-
den, after my lunch partner today who

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 03:30 May 09, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00025 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K08MY7.067 pfrm12 PsN: H08PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2192 May 8, 2002
was our former colleague, ranking
member on the Commerce Committee,
Jim Broyhill, I began to realize that
between the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. DINGELL) and Mr. Broyhill and our
current chairman, they were here in
1985 when the energy policy act was, in
fact, passed; and they shepherded it
through, and it really did start the
process rolling.

For 20 years from then we are now
here today trying to make sure that a
process continues to move forward, and
I found it striking that Senator Broy-
hill looked at me and said we envi-
sioned that this would only take 10
years. Well, it has taken 20 now; and
the question, as the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) so appro-
priately raised, are we going to allow it
to go to the next step?

This is not about shipping waste to-
morrow. This is about allowing a proc-
ess to go to the next step where in the
licensing phase we may learn more. To
stand up and suggest that science has
not been applied to this project is only
to say that under the definition in
Webster’s there is one area that we
have not covered, whether it is applica-
ble or not, but every study that people
have suggested has been done on this
site.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
DINGELL) strongly worded across this
country today we store in our commu-
nities, in our backyards waste today,
waste that eventually we are com-
mitted, as the Federal Government and
as stewards of the trust fund with the
rate payer money, to make sure that it
has been used in a way that is effective
long term.

To my colleagues today I would urge
them, this has been studied and we will
continue to study it; but the way to
continue to study it is not to stop the
process. It is to let the process go for-
ward. It is to make sure, in fact, that
we are a little further down the road in
the licensing process as well as our un-
derstanding of the transportation chal-
lenges that we will be faced with.

I am confident that the 400 trillion
Btus that North Carolina receives in
low-cost energy from nuclear is some-
thing we have to have in the future. Do
not cut this out by making sure nu-
clear is cut out because we have no-
where to store it. I urge passage.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to this bill. The envi-
ronmental questions surrounding the
Yucca Mountain site have not been
adequately answered and a decision
with a 1,000-year impact should not be
made with questions hanging.

Our Nevada colleagues and the con-
stituents they represent have spoken
about the hundreds of questions re-
garding the safety of a site which is in
their backyard. They deserve an an-
swer to these questions.

Of course, Yucca’s supporters claim
that if the licensing process indicates

that testing and environmental prob-
lems may occur, plans could be
changed or reevaluated; but we all
know this is Washington, and a project
like Yucca takes on a life of its own,
and I have grave concerns about trans-
portation plans for all this nuclear
waste.

The recent terrorist attacks raise
questions about security at nuclear
power plants and DOE facilities across
the country. In my district, local
power plant officials and the nuclear
regulatory commission spent days
issuing conflicting statements about
how vulnerable Diablo Canyon nuclear
power plant is to an attack. My con-
stituents were understandably unset-
tled by the obvious lack of coordina-
tion and planning for this facility in
their own backyard.

Against this backdrop we add the
problem of protecting shipments of
dangerous nuclear waste. This scenario
of thousands of nuclear waste-laden
trucks and barges careening across our
roads and waterways should give us all
pause. In my district, DOE wants to
load tons of nuclear waste on barges
and bring the barges through the Santa
Barbara Channel, but I question some
of the planning here. Let me cite just
one example.

The dry cask storage containers that
will carry this waste are tested to
withstand submersion in water, but I
do not believe there has been submer-
sion tests for these casks at anything
like the depths found in the Santa Bar-
bara Channel. So what happens if there
is an accident and a number of these
concrete containers end up at the bot-
tom of the channel? Will they be able
to withstand the extreme depths? Can
we retrieve them?

If the answer is no to either of these
questions, what then happens to the
fishing industry, the other ships that
use the channel? How safe does this
channel and the surrounding area then
become?

In closing, I do not believe we should
pass this bill. I do not have faith that
the studies behind Yucca are safe and
complete, and I do not have faith that
the project can be carried out safely
and effectively.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. RAHALL), the ranking
member of the Committee on Re-
sources.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY) for yielding me the time.

I want to commend the leadership of
two of our colleagues from the State of
Nevada on this important issue, the
gentleman from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS),
a member of our Committee on Re-
sources, and the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada (Ms. BERKLEY), who is a very val-
uable member of our Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

There are a number of reasons, Mr.
Speaker, for opposing the pending reso-
lution, but it boils down to this. There
is no rock-ribbed, iron-clad, copper-riv-

eted guarantee that the interment of
high-level nuclear waste at Yucca
Mountain would be the safest course of
action over both the near- and long-
term.

It is no secret that there is a mul-
titude of scientific questions regarding
this site, and I am sure all those ques-
tions have been gone into by previous
speakers, but the GAO report noted
that there are about 300 such questions
and concluded that this site approval is
premature.

b 1415

There is one very important reason
that I would like to mention that I do
not believe has been mentioned thus
far in this debate as an additional rea-
son for opposing the pending resolu-
tion, and that is that Yucca Mountain
is located within the aboriginal area of
the western Shoshone Indian Nation.
The mountain is sacred to them and it
holds a powerful spiritual energy for
two Indian tribes in particular.

In fact, the Ruby Valley Treaty of
1863 explicitly stated that this area be-
longed to the Shoshone. Yet in arro-
gance, and that is what it is, arro-
gance, this administration has deter-
mined that this particular sacred site
is a pretty good place to put a nuclear
waste repository. That is desecration,
plain and simple. It is desecration to
the Shoshone Indian Nation. Whether
or not my colleagues understand the
religion of these people, whether or not
my colleagues subscribe to it, know
this: Dumping nuclear waste at Yucca
Mountain is akin to dumping nuclear
waste at your own house of worship.

I urge the defeat of the pending reso-
lution.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
just tell the gentleman that that was a
beautiful statement.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from the State of Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time,
and I also want to commend the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts for his
leadership, as well as the gentlewoman
from Nevada for really raising the very
dangerous implications of what we are
doing today, and I rise in strong oppo-
sition to H. J. Res. 87.

Now, this resolution, as we have
heard today, would send 77 tons of nu-
clear waste across our Nation’s high-
ways, through our streets, and past our
homes. Every hour of every day for the
next three decades, trucks and railcars
full of radioactive waste would be roll-
ing past. Every mile along the way
they would be exposed to the risk of
both terrorists and simple accidents.
This is very, very scary. This cannot be
the answer.

We must seek out scientifically
sound mechanisms to store and treat
existing nuclear waste and we must
shift to a safer energy technology. We
cannot keep producing nuclear waste
that we clearly cannot manage safely.
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Nuclear waste cannot continue to pro-
liferate. Transporting tons of waste to
Yucca Mountain will not eliminate the
piles of waste sitting at reactor sites
across the country. It will barely make
a dent in them for years to come. In-
stead, it will expand our risk every
mile traveled.

Finally, transportation aside, Yucca
Mountain is not the solution. With
threats of earthquakes and ground-
water contamination, it is an environ-
mental disaster waiting to happen. I
urge my colleagues to oppose this reso-
lution.

I want to again thank the gentleman
from Massachusetts and the gentle-
woman from Nevada for making sure
that we are fully aware of the implica-
tions of what we are doing today.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I rise in opposition to
the Yucca Mountain Repository Site
Approval Act.

Our Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure just recently had a
hearing on this issue. It was clear from
the hearing there are too many uncer-
tainties, too many unresolved issues,
and the risks are too high for us to sup-
port this resolution.

This is not the first time, this is the
second time around on this issue of
transporting nuclear waste. And our
committee addressed this issue in 1982
during the consideration of the surface
transportation bill when there was an
amendment to prohibit the transpor-
tation of nuclear waste through major
urban areas. What about the folks in
the rural areas? They should be ex-
posed because people in the urban areas
should not be? We defeated the meas-
ure.

In 1987, the same group that is telling
us that Yucca Mountain is a great
place came to us in northern Min-
nesota saying it was a great place to
locate nuclear waste at the headwaters
of the Great Lakes. One-fifth of all the
fresh water on the face of the Earth,
and they wanted to deposit this most
toxic substance known to mankind
right there so we could poison one-fifth
of the water. It was the worst possible
place then, and Yucca Mountain is the
second worst possible place.

The General Accounting Office sub-
mitted to our committee a report
showing that there are 293 scientific
issues and technical questions not yet
resolved that have to be answered be-
fore the DOE could even apply for a li-
cense. This is not the time. We have
plenty of time. It will not be until 2006
before they are even ready to submit
an application. Let us defeat this now
and give it more substantive consider-
ation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to H.J. Res.
84, the Yucca Mountain Repository Site Ap-

proval Act, which authorizes the development
of a nuclear waste depository at Yucca Moun-
tain, Nevada. As was made clear during a
joint hearing of the Subcommittees on Rail-
roads and Highways and Transit of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure,
there are too many uncertainties, too many
unresolved issues—and the risks are simply
too high—for me to support this resolution.

At the hearing, we heard a great deal of evi-
dence about the failures of the Yucca Moun-
tain proposal. We learned that the Department
of Energy (‘‘DOE’’), which was supposed to
study the environmental effects of transporting
nuclear waste from 131 sites around the coun-
try, included only 77 sites in its final environ-
mental impact statement for Yucca Mountain.
In other words, DOE omitted any evaluation of
54 nuclear waste sites—or 41 percent of the
nuclear waste sites it was supposed to
study—from its analysis.

In addition, the General Accounting Office
issued a report just this past December that
noted 293 outstanding scientific and technical
questions that must be resolved before DOE
can even apply for a license for the Yucca
Mountain site. Bechtel, DOE’s own contractor,
has stated that DOE would not be in a posi-
tion to submit a license application for Yucca
Mountain until 2006.

Some of the most troubling aspects of the
Yucca Mountain project are the uncertainties
surrounding the transportation of nuclear
waste across the country. The method and
routes for transporting all this spent fuel from
131 sites around the country have not yet
been determined. There are proposals; there
are ideas about how to best ship the spent nu-
clear fuel, but there is no definitive plan for its
transportation. What we do know is that this
highly toxic material will be shipped over our
Nation’s highways, railways, and waterways,
and will most likely travel through more than
40 states and the District of Columbia. And we
know that, regardless of the specific routes ul-
timately chosen, this nuclear waste will be
shipped through our communities in close
proximity to millions of people.

Yet, we are told simply to accept the fact
that by the time this fuel is ready to be
shipped, the Administration will have figured
out an acceptable plan for shipping it. Mr.
Speaker, I submit that such important issues
should be explored and decided before we
chose a nuclear waste depository—before we
agree to ship nuclear waste through out cities
and towns and across our lakes and rivers.

Proponents of the Yucca Mountain site point
to the safety record in transporting nuclear
waste over the past 35 years. But what they
don’t say is that there have been, on average,
just over 90 such shipments each year, mostly
by truck. If we were to transport the 46,000
tons of materials now being stored around the
Nation, as well as some of the additional nu-
clear waste that will be generated before the
Yucca Mountain site reaches capacity, it
would require approximately 2,800 cross-coun-
try truck movements each year for 38 years.

The Administration envisions that most of
the shipments will be by rail. But there is cur-
rently no railroad to the Yucca Mountain site.
Further, many of the nuclear sites where
waste is currently stored are not directly con-
nected to a railroad. In addition, there are no
federal regulations that govern the routing of
these shipments by rail.

Tellingly, the railroads disagree with DOE
over the safest way to ship this spent nuclear

fuel. The railroads believe that dedicated
trains are the safest way to move this mate-
rial. First, dedicated trains do not require any
switching of the railcars. Switching increases
the handling of railcars and thereby increases
the risk of an accident. Second, the disparity
between the weight in the railcars carrying the
nuclear waste and the railcars carrying other
freight in a mixed freight train may cause in-
stabilities that could lead to a derailment.
Third, dedicated trains are necessary for the
train to be equipped with electronically con-
trolled pneumatic brakes. These brakes pro-
vide greater safety through advanced braking
capabilities and an advanced communications
system that alerts the crew of the condition of
the train’s wheels.

DOE’s regulations, however, call for spent
fuel casks to be shipped in mixed general
freight trains. Unfortunately, DOE’s regulations
appear to be ‘‘market driven’’ in that mixed
freight trains are cheaper than dedicated
trains. I would submit that the safe transpor-
tation of these highly toxic materials should
take precedence over making a buck.

At the subcommittee hearing, many of my
colleagues on the Transportation Committee
voiced a great deal of concern over the possi-
bility of a train accident similar to the one in
the Baltimore rail tunnel last July that burned
for three days with temperatures rising above
1,500 degrees F. That is higher than the tem-
perature that the spent fuel casks are de-
signed to withstand. If a single rail cask with
spent nuclear fuel had been on-board that
train, it could have released enough radiation
to contaminate a 32 square mile area. It would
have cost nearly $14 billion to clean up such
a catastrophic accident if it had involved nu-
clear waste. What is shocking is that the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission (‘‘NRC’’) has not
done any tests on the stability of the casks in
a similar scenario. The tests they have done
assumed a fire burning at 1,475 degrees F for
30 minutes. We now know first-hand that fires
from such a train accident can extend far be-
yond the NRC’s assumptions.

Terrorism also poses a significant threat to
any safe transportation of spent nuclear fuel.
Whether transported by truck, rail, or barge,
these shipments will be slow moving and
could potentially be the target of a terrorist at-
tack. We simply cannot afford to short-change
the real and pressing security concerns inher-
ent with the transportation of this fuel. While
the casks are designed to withstand a great
deal of damage, some of the sophisticated
weapons available today could penetrate
them.

The subcommittee hearing brought to light a
whole host of issues surrounding the transpor-
tation of nuclear waste material that should be
addressed before we accept any plan to ship
spent nuclear fuel across the country. Unfortu-
nately, the Administration has elected to force
the issue before all these concerns can be
sufficiently addressed. The Nuclear Waste
Policy Act states that the President’s rec-
ommendation starts a process that leads ulti-
mately to the Congress having to accept or
override a veto by the Governor of the State
of Nevada. I believe we should sustain Gov-
ernor Guinn’s veto.

It may be hard to accept the consequences
of sustaining the veto, but not as hard as mak-
ing the wrong decision on this critical national
security and transportation safety issue.

I urge my colleagues to oppose H.J. Res.
84.
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Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I re-

serve the balance of my time.
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3

minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG).

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I rise in very strong sup-
port of H.J. Res. 87, a resolution to ap-
prove the site of Yucca Mountain, Ne-
vada.

I am pleased we are finally at this
step in this long process. We know that
something must be done with the thou-
sands of tons of radioactive fuel cur-
rently sitting in spent fuel pools across
the country. Billions of dollars and
multiple studies later, we know Yucca
Mountain is the place to put it. It is
safe and suitable.

It is a simple fact that to get nuclear
waste to Yucca Mountain we are going
to have to move it, move it from many
nuclear power plants across the coun-
try. Opponents to Yucca Mountain
have spun tall tales of the dangers of
sending nuclear waste through our
hometowns on the way to Nevada. Mr.
Speaker, these arguments are nothing
but a red herring.

A wise man once said everyone was
entitled to their own opinion but that
everyone was entitled to only one set
of facts, and, Mr. Speaker, we have the
facts on our side. Let me assure my
colleagues that the transport of spent
fuel along the Nation’s highways and
railways is safe. Over the last 30 years,
as we have heard, more than 2,700 ship-
ments of spent nuclear fuel have taken
place, traveling more than 1.7 million
miles, and they have taken place with-
out a single release of radioactive ma-
terial harmful to the public or the en-
vironment.

The Federal Government takes nu-
merous precautions when transporting
nuclear materials, such as routing, se-
curity, tracking of progress, coordina-
tion with State officials, and any emer-
gency preparedness training that is
needed for State and local responders.
The details of these precautions, most
of which are highly classified, are very
impressive.

Certainly, shipping nuclear waste has
the inherent risk of accident or attack,
but that risk was there for the last 30
years as well and it will be there as
long as we ship any nuclear waste. The
far greater risk, in my mind, is to leave
that waste in our backyards, on our
lake shores, and in our communities in
the 39 States where it currently is
stored.

For years, I have worked with my
colleagues in the House to ensure we
address the issue of nuclear waste in an
honest and professional way. It is hon-
est to say we can ship the waste safely
because we have done it and will con-
tinue to do it. In fact, shipments are
likely taking place right now as we
speak. Our record on transporting nu-
clear waste is not an argument against
Yucca Mountain, indeed it speaks
strongly in favor of it.

Mr. Speaker, the facts back it up. I
strongly urge all my colleagues to vote

for a permanent repository for high
level radioactive waste and spent nu-
clear fuel. Support, I repeat, support
this move.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 31⁄2 minutes.

A congressional expert is an
oxymoron. There is no such thing. Con-
gressmen are only experts compared to
other Congressmen. They are not ex-
perts compared to real experts in any
field.

Here, what we have is a decision
made by congressional experts, us, to
pick Nevada because they have the
smallest delegation. That is why it
happened. And now, unsurprisingly,
there are 293 unresolved environmental
issues related to a group of Congress-
men picking the site to bury all nu-
clear waste in the United States for the
next 10,000 years. Now, Members of
Congress are different in many ways,
but one of the things they pretty much
share in common is a very limited sci-
entific background, and so it is no sur-
prise that all of these issues remain un-
resolved.

Now, what do we have on our hands,
then? We have a thermonuclear Ponzi
game. The generation that in fact en-
joyed the benefits of nuclear power,
and by the way there has not been a
new nuclear power plant ordered suc-
cessfully in the United States since
1974, we are coming up to the 30th anni-
versary, wants to pass on the risks to
the next generation. It’s a Ponzi game.
We are dumping it on the next genera-
tion. Let them figure out what the en-
vironmental health and safety prob-
lems are. We are getting it off our
hands right now. We are congressional
experts.

Now, what is the complication? Well,
since September 11, in addition to all
those environmental issues, we have
the problem now of al Qaeda. Now,
what have we learned in the caves and
the computers of Afghanistan? What
we have learned is that al Qaeda has
placed nuclear at the very top of their
terrorist targets. And so what we know
is that the security that is going to
have to be placed around the transpor-
tation of all of this nuclear waste must
be much higher than anyone antici-
pated before September 11.

Have we had the hearings on that
subject? Have we determined what the
cost of that might be?

Here is what we also know. There
have been two major rail accidents in
the United States over the last 3
weeks. Now, what if it was a nuclear
waste shipment? And what if the train
was deliberately derailed by al Qaeda
in some small town or city across the
United States; and then, with conven-
tional weapons attached to the nuclear
waste, a dirty bomb was exploded? Is
that possible? Well, post September 11,
we know that they arrive in very large
numbers, 20; they are very technically
sophisticated; they are suicidal, and
they have the technical capacity to be
able to execute little drills like that.

So it seems to me before we begin the
process of putting a trainload or a

truckload of nuclear waste on the road
every 4 hours for the next 24 years,
that we have a responsibility to answer
these questions. But because the nu-
clear industry and a pro-nuclear Bush
administration just wants this issue to
move so fast down the track that these
questions do not get answered. We will
not have that debate here in Congress.
And that is as wrong as abandoning the
intergenerational responsibility that
we have to the next generation of
Americans that did not create this nu-
clear waste but will run the risk of all
of the dangers inherent in storing it in
Nevada and transporting it on the
roads and railways of this country.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am hon-
ored to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN),
the distinguished cardinal from the
Committee on Appropriations, the
chairman of the Subcommittee on En-
ergy and Water Development, who, un-
fortunately for all of us, has announced
his retirement from Congress this year
and whom we will all sorely miss.

(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time and for his kind words.

And to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, let me tell him that we all
know he is one of the most eloquent
Members of this House. He always
makes his points and makes them so
eloquently. But I would like to remind
him that the Ponzi scheme started in
Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
advise the gentleman that it started in
my district, which is why I am an ex-
pert.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Speaker, I understand that.

And the gentleman also mentioned
earlier in the well of the House today
that one of the reasons we are here de-
bating this issue today is because of
the ineffectiveness and the smallness
of the Nevada delegation. The gen-
tleman from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS) and
the gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms.
BERKLEY) are two of the most articu-
late, effective Members of this body.
And the very fact that they are short
in numbers does not at all forgive the
fact that they are very effective and
outstanding Members of this body.

I would also like to remind the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts that the
last time I checked this same issue
passed the Senate of the United States.
And if I am not mistaken, the State of
Massachusetts has two Senators and
the people from Nevada have two Sen-
ators, an exact parity, at least in the
Senate.
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So the fact that this project wound
up in Nevada had nothing to do with ei-
ther the ineffectiveness or the small-
ness of the delegation, but rather out
of scientific knowledge that this was
the right direction to go.

The Subcommittee on Energy and
Water Development has already appro-
priated over the last 12 years nearly $8
billion to ensure that this site is the
safest site in the world in which to per-
form this storage. So there is no doubt
in my mind, and I have visited the fa-
cility and I encourage the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) to
visit and see for himself that these
products are going to be stored in such
a safe manner that we are not talking
about any danger to the citizens of Ne-
vada, or anywhere else.

It is going to be a safe facility be-
cause of the $8 billion we have already
spent. Besides that, we are probably
going to have to spend another $8 bil-
lion in the next 5 years to make fur-
ther absolutely certain that it is safe
with respect to the deficiency of the 293
indications that the gentleman says we
have last year. And I would like to se-
cure the gentleman’s commitment this
year, if the gentleman will vote for an
appropriation, I will give them the
money to do these 293 studies. But, in-
stead, last year when President Bush
sent the request over for the additional
money to do the additional studies,
when it got to the Senate, a member of
the Senate from Nevada reduced the
appropriation, negating the possibility
that we would be able to fulfill all of
the new studies.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage all Mem-
bers to join with me this year in appro-
priating a sufficient amount of money
to make absolutely sure that all of the
studies are going to be fulfilled. I am
certain that the studies will prove that
we are right, and this resolution, in my
opinion, should pass.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11
minutes to the gentleman from Nevada
(Mr. GIBBONS).

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS).

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlemen for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I come to this body to
speak on the floor to make one final
plea that we consider a safer, more
cost-effective solution to the disposal
of our Nation’s high level nuclear
waste than simply burying it in a hole
in the high desert mountains in the
State of Nevada, my home district.

Just last year, I urged Members and
the public to review a GAO report
which called the Department of Ener-
gy’s Yucca Mountain project ‘‘a failed
scientific process.’’ The GAO’s inde-
pendent, highly critical study of the
Yucca Mountain project should be
enough to shine the light even through
the thickest nuclear industry smoke
screen. And now, almost 5.5 years after
I brought this issue to our attention, I

implore this body and the DOE to
abandon this misguided Yucca Moun-
tain project.

Consider the following: Is Yucca
Mountain suitable for storage? Just lis-
ten to the proponents of the Yucca
Mountain project. Time and again they
will tell us the number of years and the
billions of dollars that they have spent
by this government to move this proc-
ess forward is suitable for making this
decision. We will hear it throughout to-
day’s debate, and we have heard it
throughout today’s debate. But this ar-
gument is flawed, as is the DOE policy.
Spend all we want, we cannot make a
volcanic, seismically active mountain
geologically sound. Whether it is $8 bil-
lion, $10 billion, $20 billion, $100 billion,
there will be earthquakes, water will
percolate through the mountain, and
corrosion of these casks will occur.

Where is our sense of fiscal discipline
in this body? Where is our restraint?
Why are we willing to just throw our
arms up in the air and conclude, well,
we have already spent billions of dol-
lars, so I guess we should just proceed?
Where are my colleagues who are advo-
cates for States’ rights, local control
and fiscal discipline?

Nevada is currently fighting the DOE
in Federal court to protect our water
rights. That may not mean much to
Members east of the Mississippi, but
out West, water is very hard to come
by.

For local control, what are our gov-
ernors going to do the first day rigs
and railcars start traveling through
Members’ States carrying thousands of
tons of high level nuclear waste? I
think I have a pretty good idea. Ask
the governor of the State of South
Carolina.

The DOE and the nuclear industry
tells us that bringing up accidents is
simply a scare tactic. But wait, it was
not Nevada, it was the DOE that said
we should expect somewhere around 400
accidents during the 38 years of trans-
portation that this waste must cross
America. We did not bring it up. Ne-
vada did not bring it up. We did not ar-
bitrarily come up with those numbers;
the DOE did.

What will a State trooper, an off-
duty fireman, an EMT do when they
are required to be the first to respond
to a nuclear waste accident? Before
Members vote today, perhaps they
should talk to them. Ask them, and
they will probably say they do not
know because nobody is trained or pre-
pared to deal with an accident on a
highway dealing with this high level
nuclear waste.

The DOE begs us to consider the fact
that they have safely transported
waste in the past without incident.
Well, maybe there have been no major
accidents where radioactive materials
were released, at least not yet. But add
up every single shipment of waste thus
far, and we do not even come up to
within 1 percent of the total amount of
waste shipments that will be put on
our streets, near our homes and com-

munities, and probably through the
communities of our constituents in the
years to come.

If the waste is not coming through
our population centers by truck, it will
come by train. Let me remind Members
of some of the recent stories involving
train accidents around this country.
We can see Los Angeles Times, 260 Peo-
ple Injured, 2 Dead; Baltimore, Toxic
Cargo Shuts the City Down, Fire-
fighters Stymied, on and on the stories
continue.

I ask Members to look at page A8 in
today’s Los Angeles Times which indi-
cates that storage of waste at Yucca
Mountain is not safe. It will leak. What
does this policy that we have before us
today as a Nation say? It would lead us
to believe that the world has no inno-
vation and no technology, and that we
do not have scientific and medical
achievements capable of dealing with
nuclear waste. We find ourselves ce-
mented by a DOE policy that tells us
the best our Nation can do or that our
Nation has to offer for high level nu-
clear waste storage is simply to dig a
hole and bury it in the ground and
walk away. This, while nations across
the world are advancing technologies
in processing and recycling this waste.

We have the ability in this country
to reduce the amount of waste, to
lower its toxicity, to eliminate pluto-
nium, and make the waste completely
nonproliferative, but not with this cur-
rent policy. All we want to do, accord-
ing to this policy, is hollow out a
mountain, fill it with waste and walk
away. I am totally unimpressed.

Another question. What problem do
we solve by moving forward with the
Yucca Mountain project? The answer,
none. As a matter of fact, we create
one. If we look at this chart, there are
131 locations of nuclear waste around
this country. Moving forward when we
create Yucca Mountain with this pol-
icy, what are we going to have? We are
going to have 132 sites in this country
where nuclear waste is stored, one ad-
ditional one in southern Nevada. That
is right. Look at this map. There are
132 sites for nuclear waste. We do not,
we will not, we cannot remove the
waste from all of these States.

Mr. Speaker, spent fuel rods have by
requirement to sit in a cooling pond for
a minimum of 5 years before they can
be shipped. The DOE myth is that we
are relieving these reactors of on-site
storage, and we are somehow pre-
venting the possibility of a terrorist
attack on one of these 131 sites. That
logic does not fly. All we are doing is
going from 131 project sites to 132.

Mr. Speaker, let us assume for a mo-
ment that there would be no accidents,
no train derailments, no tracks to
jackknife over a bridge or some water-
way, not one accident to occur in 38
years. Not likely, but we will pretend,
anyway, that it may happen. What
about the terrorists? Are we not cur-
rently preparing ourselves to spend bil-
lions of dollars on homeland defense?
Are we not briefed every day by Fed-
eral officials as to the potential threats
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we face within our borders? Americans
are getting a civics lesson every day in
what a credible threat means.

The chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Intelligence spoke out about
terrorist threats within the United
States. He said the terrorists are here
in high numbers and ready and capable
of attacking the United States. That
begs the question, what next? What ex-
actly is the al Qaeda craving next? Ac-
cording to CIA Director George Tenet,
it is a low tech nuclear device or what
has been deemed a dirty bomb. I quote
from Mr. Tenet: ‘‘We believe that bin
Laden was seeking to acquire or de-
velop a nuclear device. Al Qaeda may
be pursuing a radioactive dispersal de-
vice, what some call a dirty bomb.’’

Just last month CNN reported that
Abu Zubaydah, the most senior al
Qaeda leader in the United States, has
told investigators that terrorists were
producing a radiological weapon, a
dirty bomb, and know how to use it.

Mr. Speaker, what we are talking
about today is placing tens of thou-
sands of dirty bombs on our roads and
railways through 703 counties in 44
States. This map shows where the
routes are going to go through the var-
ious States. If a Member’s State is not
one of the three, Montana, North Da-
kota and South Dakota, then that
Member’s State is going to be affected
by the transportation of nuclear waste.

There are terrorists in this country;
and tragically, we have witnessed the
amount of destruction they are willing
to bring. Yet we are to believe that
every one of these nuclear shipments
will be safe for the next 4 decades, that
they will be completely safe from any
potential foreign or domestic terrorist
attack.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly hope so.
After all, one does not have to be a
trained terrorist to jump a train car-
rying high level nuclear waste. Just a
few weeks ago a train carrying high
level nuclear waste was boarded by one
or two escaped inmates from a North
Carolina prison who were trying to es-
cape from an inmate work program.
Well, imagine if these train jumpers
happen to be more than common day
criminals trying to evade their captors.
What if they were terrorists and had
explosives with them? Yet even though
this did occur and it can and will occur
again, we are charged with this bill’s
proponents of presenting nothing but
scare tactics.

Just as the DOE cannot spend Yucca
Mountain into making it geologically
sound, the nuclear energy industry
cannot spin the facts into a myth. The
nuclear power industry has contributed
$13.8 million to Federal candidates dur-
ing the 2000 election cycle. They have
spent $25 million in just 1 year lob-
bying Congress on this issue, although
many minds may not change, nor will
the facts. According to DOE, on-site
dry cask storage can continue for the
next 100 years.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act de-
mands that the Yucca Mountain be

deemed geologically suitable. As some-
one who holds a master’s degree in ge-
ology, let me say that it is not, it can-
not, and it never will be geologically
suitable as required by the act, no mat-
ter how many billions we try to put
into it.

If Members do not take my word for
it or Nevada’s word for it, take their
word for it and consider what the other
side has said. The DOE, the NRC, the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission and
the Congressional Nuclear Waste Tech-
nical Review Board have all said that
the technical basis for projecting the
long-term performance and the
project’s base case repository design
has critical weaknesses.
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They further said that the DOE has
not presented a clear and persuasive
rationale for going forward with the
site recommendation.

We have numerous statements that
support this concept about the weak-
ness of their case. Mr. Speaker, we can
and we could do much better than this.
We can and we should offer a more via-
ble and safe and cost efficient solution
to this problem. We can and we should
continue to support nuclear power as
an alternative to fossil fuels. But you
do not need one just to have the other.
Yucca Mountain is not safe.

I, Mr. Speaker, in conclusion would
say that many of my colleagues have
never looked their constituents in the
eye on this issue. But I represent the
dairy farmer in the Armagosa Valley
that is near Yucca Mountain, and I rep-
resent the alfalfa farmers that are
there as well. They are watching today.
I want them to know that we are fight-
ing for them against this Yucca Moun-
tain project.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The Chair must remind Mem-
bers to avoid improper references to
the Senate, such as quotations of Mem-
bers of the Senate other than in actual
legislative history on the pending
measure.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I include for the RECORD a letter from
Edward C. Sullivan, the President of
the Building and Construction Trades
Department of the AFL–CIO, in sup-
port of H.J. Res. 87.

BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION
TRADES DEPARTMENT, AMERICAN
FEDERATION OF LABOR–CONGRESS
OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS,

Washington, DC, May 6, 2002.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the

Building and Construction Trades Depart-
ment and our affiliated unions, I am writing
to ask you to support House Joint Resolu-
tion 87, the Yucca Mountain Resolution, be-
cause it is in the best interest of our nation,
our citizens and our workers.

Our Nation needs a safe, stable and sci-
entifically feasible program for storing used
nuclear fuel. The Yucca Mountain location
has been thoroughly examined for over 20
years at a cost of $7 billion and has met or
exceeded all environmental and scientific

standards for storage. It is located on federal
land in a remote, secure area.

Nuclear energy has proven to be a clean,
safe and reliable source of electricity for
nearly half a century. Today, one of every
five homes, businesses and farms receives
electricity generated by a nuclear plant.

Since the 1970’s growth in the use of nu-
clear energy has reduced the need for foreign
oil in the electricity sector and saved con-
sumers $81 billion in payments for imported
oil. But, unless we can begin the process of
safe storage of spent nuclear fuel, the future
of nuclear energy is uncertain. Yucca Moun-
tain provides a unique public-private part-
nership with the federal government appro-
priately shouldering the obligation to man-
age used material while electricity con-
sumers have provided the $18 billion cost to
pay for this program.

Finally, this issue is a very important jobs
issue. Many highly skilled Building Trades
members in your state will benefit from pas-
sage of this resolution. If the process set for-
ward by the passage of this resolution was to
stop, many good family wage jobs would dis-
appear and a great number of jobs would
never be created.

I urge you to support this resolution and
permit this process to go forward.

Sincerely,
EDWARD C. SULLIVAN,

President.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, as chair of
the Nuclear Fuel Safety Caucus here in
the Congress, I would remind everyone
that in the shuttered Zion nuclear
power plant just 100 yards from Lake
Michigan lies a thousand tons of highly
radioactive nuclear waste stored next
to Lake Michigan. This is not unique
to my district. The Great Lakes have
another 31 coastline sites where nu-
clear waste is stored.

Twenty percent of the world’s fresh
water is found in the Great Lakes.
Thirty million Americans depend on
the Great Lakes for fresh water. Not
one scientist or scientific study claims
that storing nuclear waste next to the
world’s largest supply of fresh water is
environmentally sound. Moving nu-
clear waste from 131 temporary storage
sites around the Nation to one secure
location where America has already
tested dozens of nuclear weapons is the
goal of the Nuclear Fuel Safety Cau-
cus. We must move nuclear waste from
the Great Lakes.

Why Yucca Mountain? Because with-
out Yucca Mountain, we would have to
construct 131 permanent storage facili-
ties for nuclear waste in 39 different
States. These storage facilities are
close to groundwater, earthquake zones
and in close proximity to major cities,
including San Francisco, Boston, New
York and Chicago. Without Yucca
Mountain, 161 million Americans would
have to live their entire lives within 75
miles of a nuclear waste site.

And then there is the cost. According
to the government’s own study, the
cost of building 131 permanent storage
sites would be over $61 billion. To cover
this, the Federal Government would
have to borrow from Social Security or
raise taxes. Perhaps we could re-
institute the death tax, but we would
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have to double it to pay for the cost.
And that would not cover the lawsuits
which would total over $56 billion for
reneging on the promise to provide a
nuclear waste storage site.

A vote for this resolution is a vote to
protect our Nation from further ter-
rorist attacks. Removing nuclear waste
from 131 sites to a single repository
buried deep inside a mountain range
100 miles from a population center is
much safer from sabotage or terrorism.

I urge the adoption of this resolution.
Let us wipe clean the terrorist shoot-
ing gallery of 131 sites located around
the country and vote for this resolu-
tion for a secure environmental future.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada (Ms. BERKLEY).

Ms. BERKLEY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I have listened very
carefully to the debate and I have to
say that I was appalled when one of the
speakers said that if we passed this res-
olution, Nevada will be able to con-
tinue its nuclear legacy. Nuclear leg-
acy? Nevada does not have a nuclear
legacy.

Let me tell you what transpired in
the 1950s in the State of Nevada when
there were less than 100,000 people in
the entire State. The Federal Govern-
ment came to us and said that it was
going to do above ground atomic test-
ing of atomic bombs but that it would
be perfectly safe and that you could
watch it, bring your families there,
work there safely. All you had to do
was go home and take a shower. So
thousands of people went to work at
the Nevada test site. I must say I have
friends that share with me the times
that their parents took them up to the
Nevada test site with a picnic lunch
and they watched the atomic bombs
going off in the Nevada atmosphere.

Let me tell you what has happened to
those Nevada test site workers, those
brave souls who thought that they
were doing their duty for their coun-
try, but safely, at the promises and as-
surances of the Federal Government.
Those Nevada test site workers, if they
are not dead, they are dying. Those
people that observed those tests and
watched as they ate their bologna
sandwiches, they are dying, too. They
are all dying of unexplained cancers.
Those downwinders in Utah and in Ne-
vada who happened to be caught living
downwind of these atomic tests, they
are all dead, too.

It is very difficult for me, after hav-
ing lived through those experiences, to
believe the Federal Government now
when they tell us that the transpor-
tation and storage of 77,000 tons of
toxic nuclear waste in a hole in the Ne-
vada desert is safe. It was not safe then
and it is not safe now.

In addition, we keep hearing about
the $7 billion that has already been
spent on site characterization. But if
you spend 7 cents or $70 billion, it does
not make that site any safer. We are
talking about an area of our country

that has seismic activity, volcanic ac-
tivity. It has groundwater problems.

If I could direct your attention to a
Los Angeles Times article that ap-
peared today, this is the headline: ‘‘Nu-
clear Dump Site Will Leak, Scientists
Say.’’ The little message underneath
the picture says, ‘‘Despite the dry ap-
pearance of the proposed Yucca Moun-
tain nuclear dump in the Nevada
desert, there is water in its environ-
ment. Scientists say that that vulner-
ability will eventually allow radio-
active material to leak. At issue is
only how long.’’

Then they point out paragraph after
paragraph. The government officials
point out, and I am quoting, two other
nuclear sites that officials—these are
government officials—once said would
be leak-free for hundreds or thousands
of years: In Pocatello, Idaho and the
Hanford site in eastern Washington.
Quote, both are leaking already, and
radioactive material could make its
way into groundwater in just 10 years.
That is according to a report by the
National Research Council.

You are telling me this is sound
science? This is what appeared today in
the L.A. Times. It talks about Yucca
Mountain.

‘‘About 12.3 million gallons of water
flow through the disposal area per
year. Traces of chlorine 36, which is
produced only by nuclear bombs, was
recently discovered inside Yucca
Mountain.’’ That means that through
the groundwater, radioactive material
gets into the rocks and into the
groundwater in as little as 40 years.
And you are telling me there is sound
science? I do not think so.

I have also heard some of my col-
leagues say this is really not a Yucca
Mountain vote, this is not a transpor-
tation vote, that this is not really a
vote on shipping nuclear waste. Let me
beg to differ. This is the only time we
will have to vote on this issue. So do
not tell me this is not a vote on the
transportation of nuclear waste across
our country. It is the vote.

I have listened to this debate. There
is no doubt, on both sides of the aisle,
we have huge problems. We have a huge
problem with nuclear waste. We have
an energy source in this country, nu-
clear energy, that produces a dan-
gerous by-product, nuclear waste. This
Nation has never figured out what to
do with it. Not any alternative that I
have heard is good enough for the peo-
ple that I represent and good enough
for the people you represent, too. If we
go ahead with this foolhardy plan, we
will never, ever figure out what to do
with nuclear waste, because once
Yucca Mountain is filled up, we will
still have the exact same problem. It is
time that we take care of that problem
and let us take care of it today.

Mr. Speaker, I include the L.A.
Times article for the RECORD.

The material referred to is as follows:

[From the Los Angeles Times, Wed., May 8,
2002]

NUCLEAR DUMP SITE WILL LEAK, SCIENTISTS
SAY

(By Gary Polankovic)
YUCCA MOUNTAIN, NEV.—As the Bush ad-

ministration prepares its push to win con-
gressional approval for the Yucca Mountain
nuclear waste burial site, scientists agree on
one key conclusion: Yucca Mountain will
leak. The question is how long it will take.

Rising one mile from the desert floor, the
mountain looks as plain and parched as
much of the rest of southern Nevada’s
ranges.

Despite the arid appearance there is water
here, and even the scientists who have de-
signed the repository concede that the
mountain’s vulnerability to moisture will
allow radioactive material to eventually
lead into the environment.

Time is the key. Highly radioactive nu-
clear waste remains dangerous for hundreds
of thousands of years. Half of the plutonium
stored in the mountain, for example, will
still be radioactive 380 million years from
now.

Just one-millionth of an once of plutonium
is enough to virtually assure cancer in some-
one who comes in contact with it.

As Congress considers whether to override
Nevada’s opposition to housing nuclear
waste here, opponents of the waste site argue
that the Bush administration is pushing
through a flawed solution that will create
radioactivity risks for thousands of years.

Government officials say they have de-
signed a burial site that will be free of leaks
for at least 10,000 years. Critics, armed with
a raft of scientific studies, say that can’t be
guaranteed. They point to two other nuclear
sites that officials once had said would be
leak-free for hundreds or thousands of years:
the Idaho National Engineering and Environ-
mental Laboratory near Pocatello and the
Hanford Site in eastern Washington. Both
are leaking already, and radioactive mate-
rial could make its way into groundwater in
just 10 years, according to a report by the
National Research Council, an arm of the
National Academy of Sciences.

Even if a 10,000-year leak-free promise
could be guaranteed, critics of Yucca Moun-
tain say society has a responsibility to civ-
ilizations far in the future not to expose
them to lethal waste that we generate.

But the alternative to putting nuclear
waste here is to leave it accumulating in 131
different places in 39 states, much closer to
people and potentially vulnerable to ter-
rorist attack, the Department of Energy
warns.

The waste piled up around the country
comes from nuclear aircraft carriers and
electrical plants, bomb factories and univer-
sity labs. Over time, it will emit thousands
of times more radioactivity than was re-
leased at Chernobyl and millions of times
more than the Hiroshima bomb.

‘‘There is no more [storage] space, there
are deteriorating storage conditions, and you
have the challenge that so much of it is lo-
cated near population centers and water-
ways,’’ said Secretary of Energy Spencer
Abraham. ‘‘No one believes you can bring in
David Copperfield, wave a wand and it all
goes away.’’

‘‘We’ve tried to take into account as many
uncertainties of the future as can be as-
sessed,’’ Abraham said. ‘‘I am convinced that
the site is scientifically suitable—in a word,
safe.’’

Yucca Mountain is not a done deal yet, but
converting this forlorn peak into the world’s
first high-level nuclear waste dump is closer
to happening than ever.

President Bush has chosen the site, but Ne-
vada challenged that decision. Congress is
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considering whether to overturn Nevada’s
veto, and opponents of the dump acknowl-
edge they probably do not have the votes to
stop it. (A House vote might occur as early
as today.) If the Yucca Mountain plan sur-
vives Congress, the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission will consider issuing a license, and
the dump could open by 2012.

Experts long ago recognized the need for
deep, geological disposal of radioactive
waste, yet it is unknown whether any system
can be devised that could keep highly radio-
active waste isolated for such an immensely
long period.

‘‘We nuclear people have made a Faustian
bargain with society,’’ said Alvin Weinberg,
former director of the Oak Ridge National
Laboratory in Tennessee, where plutonium
was tested for one of the nuclear bombs
dropped on Japan. ‘‘We offer an inexhaust-
ible and nonpolluting source of energy, but
we require a level of detail and discipline
that we’re unaccustomed to in handling the
waste.

‘‘Nobody really knows if we can do this.
Trying to project what’s going to happen in
thousands of years, tens of thousands of
years, is quite ridiculous,’’ Weinberg said.

Today, Yucca Mountain is an island in a
desert. It is surrounded by the Nevada Test
Site, where the government once tested nu-
clear bombs.

‘‘If you can’t put it here, then where can
you put it?’’ asked Michael D. Voegele, chief
scientist for Bechtel-SAIC Co., the Energy
Department’s contractor for building the re-
pository at Yucca Mountain.

But who can say what will be here millions
of years from now when plutonium and other
deadly wastes still pack a wallop? Will it
still be a desert? Glaciers advanced and re-
ceded across the planet a dozen times in the
last 2 million years. An inland sea called
Lake Bonneville covered much of Nevada
and Utah 12,000 years ago, when humans first
arrived.

These technologies are forcing us to ad-
dress the issue of how they will affect future
generations. This is not an issue we’ve faced
on this scale before,’’ said Lester R. Brown,
president of the Earth Policy Institute.
‘‘We’re doing things with consequences we
don’t understand.’’

Government engineers and scientists have
been studying Yucca Mountain for over 20
years—twice as long as it took to plan and
complete the moon landing—at a cost of $7
billion. During that time, government offi-
cials have changed their arguments about
Yucca Mountain’s safety.

Problems began to emerge years ago when
tunnels bored deep into the rock revealed
conditions inside were wetter, and the geol-
ogy more complex, than initially thought.
Those discoveries are at the center of the
controversy today.

Originally, the volcanic ash where the
waste would be entombed was believed to be
so tightly compressed that rainfall could not
penetrate. Secretary Abraham said in Feb-
ruary that rainfall would take 1,000 years to
make the 800-foot journey through rock to
the disposal zone and longer still before ra-
dioactivity could be carried to groundwater.
He does not believe leaks are a significant
concern.

Yet inside the mountain, government stud-
ies have found that the rock is laced with fis-
sures, some that move water the way cap-
illaries carry blood, some that flow like a
garden hose. About 12.3 million gallons of
water flow through the 2,500-acre disposal
area per year, government studies show.

Traces of chlorine 36, which is produced
only by nuclear bombs, were recently discov-
ered inside Yucca Mountain. Since the last
nuclear bombs were detonated above ground
at the Nevada Test Site in 1962, the finding

indicates rainfall can carry radioactive ma-
terial deep into the rock in as little as 40
years.

Once the presence of water was estab-
lished, the government changed plans. The
plans now call for double-layer disposal con-
tainers of stainless steel and a nickel-based
material called Alloy 22 to keep the waste
isolated. The canisters will be covered with
titanium ‘‘drip shields’’ to keep waste dry.
Canisters could be packed close together too,
so heat would boil water and drive away
steam.

But engineers do not know yet know how
to build a container that outlasts radio-
active waste.

Materials like Alloy 22 haven’t been
around long enough for experts to be able to
assess how they will perform over centuries.

Given all of the uncertainties, some of the
nation’s leading experts say President Bush’s
decision to proceed with Yucca Mountain is
premature.

‘‘There are a lot of issues that remain un-
resolved that could affect the safety of hu-
mans and the environment,’’ said Allison
Macfarlane, a geologist and the director of
the Yucca Mountain project at MIT. ‘‘We
should not be in a rush.’’

Carnegie Mellon University President
Jared L. Cohon said he is concerned about
the integrity of disposal canisters and how
water moves inside the mountain. Cohon
chairs the Nuclear Waste Technical Review
Board, an 11-member panel of independent
experts appointed by Congress to review the
Energy Department’s work at Yucca Moun-
tain.

That panel concluded in January that the
government’s technical case for Yucca
Mountain is ‘‘weak to moderate.’’

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, I want to point out that
the gentlewoman from Nevada’s state-
ment about people dying of cancers be-
cause of exposure to tests in Nevada,
above ground testing in the fifties and
the sixties, there is not one scientific
study that shows that there is any
greater incidence of cancer in Nevada
than anywhere else in this country.
That may be an anecdotal tale, but
there is no scientific validity to it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN).

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Today, Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of this joint resolution which
endorses the Department of Energy and
the President’s finding that Yucca
Mountain is the best choice for a na-
tional nuclear waste depository. As we
know, Yucca Mountain is on a Federal
nuclear test site in the Nevada desert
that encompasses almost 1,300 square
miles, or an area bigger than the State
of Rhode Island. Like Chairman CAL-
LAHAN and other Members in this
House, I have visited this site. I have
been inside the mountain, five miles
into it. I have seen it firsthand.

From a New Jersey perspective, this
siting decision is long overdue. We live
in the most densely populated State in
the Nation with 49 percent of our power
generated by nuclear energy. For many
years now, those wastes have been
stored on the grounds of our two nu-
clear reactor sites, supposedly on a

temporary basis. The time has come
for the waste to be sent to a single na-
tional repository as was promised in
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982
and for which New Jersey taxpayers
have contributed millions of dollars in
their energy bills.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this
resolution. I urge my colleagues to do
so as well.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. WAMP).

(Mr. WAMP asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished chairman for yielding me
this time, and I want to bring a little
bit of common sense from the South to
this issue. We heard from New Jersey.
In the southeastern United States in
the Tennessee Valley region, we are
heavily dependent on coal-fired plants.
I share the environmentalists’ goal of
trying to reduce the emissions of these
fossil-fired plants. We also have in the
Tennessee Valley Authority region five
nuclear reactors on-line. They happen
to be the most economically efficient
generators of electricity in the TVA
system. They are the most environ-
mentally responsible and clean sources
of electricity in the region. There is
only one hurdle in our way of having a
clean, safe alternative to the fossil-
fired problem, and that is this waste
issue.

This administration, to its credit,
has the guts to step up and do what is
necessary to provide the alternative. I
would say to my friends who protest
dirty air and then protest Yucca Moun-
tain, you cannot have it both ways.
You cannot eliminate the alternative
and then complain about fossil emis-
sions. You cannot do it unless you
want our country to be totally depend-
ent on the rest of the world for our en-
ergy sources, and we know that sac-
rifices our freedom.

Mr. Speaker, we have got to do the
right thing. I appreciate the parochial
eloquence, defending your own turf,
but for the good of our Nation we have
got to place this nuclear waste in a
safe repository. My master’s is in com-
mon sense. Common sense says you
have got to do this in order to have
clean air and clean water into the fu-
ture and energy independence for the
United States of America. National se-
curity hangs on this decision. This is
an important decision and one that is
not easy to make because we respect
our friends in Nevada.
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We respect our friends in opposition.
But this is the right thing to do for the
United States of America for many
years to come.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. TAUZIN) has 8 minutes re-
maining and the right to close; the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
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MARKEY) has 3 minutes remaining; and
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BOU-
CHER) has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from the great
State of California (Mr. ISSA).

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, there has
been a lot of discussion here today on
a lot of science and a lot of what-ifs,
and I am not going to try to address
what has already been said. Rather,
what I would like to do is take what
has been said by many of the Members
from Nevada and clarify it.

They say they are putting it here be-
cause we have very little population.
Well, for a moment I will agree with
that, because over one-half of all Amer-
icans live within 75 miles of high-level
nuclear waste, most of it above ground,
none of it ever tested to take a 757
crashing into it. I rise in strong sup-
port of the basic concept that we will
get these wastes into an area that will
survive that attack and more. I rise be-
cause every day in my district over
200,000 men and women drive within a
few hundred yards of San Onofre Nu-
clear Power Plant, not designed as a
permanent-storage facility. I ask my
colleagues to consider whether the 10
million people who live within the
downwind hazard of that nuclear facil-
ity should be granted some final relief.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, just so we get the
record straight here, this facility
which is being contemplated will only
hold 60 percent of all of the nuclear
waste in the United States, military or
civilian. It does not solve the problem.

In addition, all nuclear waste gen-
erated at all nuclear power plants has
to sit next to the plant for 5 years any-
way in each one of the States to cool
down, so it does not solve that problem
either.

In addition, we also have the ques-
tion of the casks into which they are
going to place the waste. The Depart-
ment of Energy only has 2 years of cor-
rosion data to extrapolate out for 10,000
years.

Mr. Speaker, Neil Young used to have
a song, ‘‘Rust Never Sleeps.’’ And
again, we are pushing the envelope,
with congressional experts deciding
that we have the answer to where all of
this nuclear waste is going to be
stored, in corrodible material and
could ultimately leach out into the
mountain, out into the aquifers. Fi-
nally, the Mobile Chernobyl issue, with
terrorism now rearing its head, we
have not answered those questions yet.
How much will it cost? How safe can
we make the railways, the highways,
the byways of our country?

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON), the
distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Energy and Air Quality
of the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
in 1981 and 1982, I was a White House
Fellow in the Department of Energy
and served at a very low level on the
task force that developed the rec-
ommendations that later became the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982.

Today, I stand on the floor as one of
the chief sponsors of this resolution,
along with the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BOUCHER), my good friend. If
the Lord shines upon me, I may be for-
tunate enough to live long enough to
be alive the day we ship the first ship-
ment of high-level nuclear waste to the
repository, which will probably be
sometime in the year 2015 to 2022. If
that happens, I will have spent almost
40 years of my adult life in some way
or the other addressing this issue.

I think it is time to send this resolu-
tion to the floor of the other body for
a vote so that we can let the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission receive an ap-
plication from the Department of En-
ergy in the next 2 years about this li-
cense application.

The money has been put into the
trust fund. The resolution does not
deal with any of the transportation
issues; we will deal with those later.
There is absolutely tremendous bipar-
tisan support. The time has come to
stop talking about this and to vote on
it. I hope that we vote in the affirma-
tive at the appropriate time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. GEPHARDT), the leader of the
Democratic Party of the House.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to urge a vote against the Yucca Moun-
tain approval resolution. I hope this
resolution will be turned down.

I commend the courageous people
fighting against it, lead by the gentle-
woman from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY) and
Dario Herrera. I am sorry that the
Bush administration went back on its
word approving this untested, dan-
gerous measure.

Whether or not to allow storage and
transportation of waste is a decision
with important consequences for peo-
ple in my district and across America.
It is a fact that scientists are still de-
bating whether Yucca Mountain is
safe. The General Accounting Office a
few months ago said that storing waste
at Yucca could infect water supplies
and release deadly toxins into the sur-
rounding air. It cited 293 scientific
questions for which the Federal Gov-
ernment has no answers. Even if we
begin shipping this waste today, we
will still have nuclear waste stored all
over this country decades from now.

But my biggest concern is that it
makes no sense to have all of this ma-
terial traveling across the country by
truck and rail. We have seen just in the
last month a number of tragic rail ac-

cidents. Even the Energy Department
says that inevitably there will be
derailments of trains headed to Yucca
Mountain. I had a train derailment in
my district a year ago in Webster
Groves, Missouri, where a whole train
turned over. Luckily, it was only coal;
but it was coal that was spilled a few
feet from homes and schools in Webster
Groves, Missouri. The people in Web-
ster Groves in the days since then have
said to me, what if it had not been
coal, but nuclear waste? We have no
plan, we have no resources, we have no
training for dealing with such a derail-
ment in St. Louis. We have only one
hospital bed in the entire metropolitan
area to treat severe radiation exposure.

This is not a question about isolating
the risks. Yucca Mountain, in reality,
simply spreads it around.

I know there is no perfect solution,
but we can begin now to invest in bet-
ter ways to store waste at the sites we
currently use. Authorities in Pennsyl-
vania have an approach that puts an
emphasis on technology and innova-
tion, an approach that avoids having to
cart and haul this waste all the way
across the United States. It puts the
waste in reinforced facilities. It bene-
fits people in Pennsylvania, and it ben-
efits all Americans.

I simply think, in conclusion, that
science and logic is on the side of leav-
ing this hazardous material on site
until we find a better solution. I hope
Yucca Mountain will be rejected.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN)
has 51⁄2 minutes remaining; the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) has 1 minute remaining; and the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BOU-
CHER) has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of closing on our side, I yield
myself the 2 remaining minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the measure before us
moves the process forward and enables
the taking of the next step in evalu-
ating the Yucca Mountain site. We
have no realistic alternative to a se-
cure, central repository for the perma-
nent storage of high-level nuclear
waste. The waste is now stored at 72
dispersed reactor sites around the Na-
tion. Leaving the waste in its current
storage poses threats, both to the envi-
ronment and to national security. Per-
manent dry-cask storage at these 72
sites is not a realistic alternative to a
central storage facility.

The resolution before the House en-
ables the taking of the next essential
step in achieving the secure central
storage, which is the best option before
the country at this time. After the res-
olution passes, construction at the site
could not begin until the Nuclear Reg-
ulatory Commission conducts a thor-
ough scientific and technical analysis
and issues a construction license.

I urge that the resolution before the
House be approved so that the NRC can
begin its work, so that the scientific
and technical studies can go forward,
and so that the Nation’s best option, a
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secure, central repository for high-
level nuclear waste, can be pursued.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of the time to once
again state that we are at a historic
juncture, that we should not be making
this decision with 293 unresolved envi-
ronmental issues. We owe the Amer-
ican public, we owe the next generation
a higher standard of care than rushing
to this decision today.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the final time
remaining to the gentlewoman from
Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY), the heroine who
has been championing this issue to pro-
tect her people.

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) for having
done a stellar job over the last 20 years
to protect the people, not only in my
own home State, but in the entire
United States of America.

I have been profoundly involved with
this issue for the last 20 years, ever
since it was passed in 1982. This is a
horrible piece of legislation. It is a hor-
rible idea. Even if Yucca Mountain is
passed, we still will not have solved a
very serious problem in our Nation,
and that is what we will do with the
nuclear waste for generations to come.

Mr. Speaker, I urge us, before we
spend billions of dollars more, to take
this money, put it into research and
development for renewable energy
sources. Let us harness the sun, let us
harness the wind, hydrocells, geo-
thermal; and let us truly become en-
ergy independent, away from foreign
oil sources and away from an energy
source that produces a by-product that
is so deadly that none of us, none of us
want it in our backyard.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, with the
consent of my colleagues, I would like
to do what I think is the fair thing to
do at this point, and that is to yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Nevada
(Mr. GIBBONS), our friend, for an oppor-
tunity to close his arguments on behalf
of the State that he loves so dearly and
represents here in the Congress.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for his generous use of
time and for allowing me to make a
few final remarks as we close this de-
bate on one of the most important
issues that the State of Nevada has
faced over 20 years.

Mr. Speaker, there are no nuclear
generating facilities in Nevada. If we
looked at all of the debris as a result of
the nuclear testing that Nevada con-
tributed as its share of obligation to
this country, the national security of
this country for 20 years or decades, it
is less than 4 tons. We are going to be
sending 77,000 tons of the most deadly,
toxic substance known to man to be
stored in the State of Nevada for thou-
sands of years, and we have yet to ap-
prove the science that says that Yucca
Mountain is either qualified or suitable
to store this nuclear waste in Yucca
Mountain.

We have talked about the science. We
have talked about the dangers. We
have talked about the continual ex-
penditure of billions of dollars trying
to make that square peg fit a round
hole. Mr. Speaker, it is not going to
happen. There is no way that the geol-
ogy of Yucca Mountain will ever meet
the requirements of the law that was
passed in 1982 and amended in 1987.
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We have taken our science and shown
that Yucca Mountain is not suitable.
They are required now to have engi-
neered barriers just so they can make
the excuse, well, if the geology does
not work, we will engineer it to be safe.
If that is the case, they can engineer it
to be safe in any place in this country.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this resolution, and urge all of
my colleagues to oppose it.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I respect my friends,
the gentleman from Nevada (Mr. GIB-
BONS) and the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada (Ms. BERKLEY), and I appreciate
the fight they are making on the floor
today. I understand their concerns for
their home State and for this decision.
Outside of that, the opposition to this
resolution basically comes from those
who oppose nuclear energy.

When we ask those Members what
other energy would they support, we
get some strange answers. If we sug-
gest coal, they say, oh, coal can be
pretty dirty, you know. You have to
scrub it. Even if you scrub it, it pro-
duces CO2 and that may contribute to
global warming, and golly, we had bet-
ter not burn coal in America, even
though 40 percent of our electricity
comes from coal.

Or we might say, would you support
oil and gas development? And they say,
no, wait a minute, the land is too pris-
tine, and certainly not off my coast. Go
do it in Louisiana, maybe, but do not
do it anywhere else, please. Certainly
do not do it in my State, off my coast
or in my national wildlife preserve,
even though you are willing to do it in
your national wildlife preserves in Lou-
isiana with no consequences, and, in
fact, with good consequences. They do
not like that. They do not like oil and
gas.

We ask, what about refineries for
gasoline, for electric generation facili-
ties? The answer is, not in my back-
yard. If you are ready to do it in some-
body else’s backyard, hopefully out of
this country somewhere else and ship
it in over here, but for heaven’s sake do
not build a plant in America, not where
I live. We would rather run out. We
would rather go through a California
crisis than authorize another refinery
or another electric generation plant in
our backyard.

So we ask them about nuclear. We
say, well, nuclear is pretty clean. Nu-
clear plants produce 20 percent of the
Nation’s electricity, a critical compo-
nent of the Nation’s energy supplies. It

is pretty clean, you know. It does not
produce all the emissions we are con-
cerned about with global warming, or
the emissions we have to regulate with
coal-fired plants, or gas, or even oil-
fired plants. What about nuclear?

They say, oh, but wait, you do not
have a plan to deal with the waste, so
do not build any more nuclear plants
until you settle that waste issue. That
is the tail wagging the dog. Unless you
settle that waste issue, do not dare li-
cense another nuclear plant, and cer-
tainly not in my backyard, by the way.

So we wonder what kind of energy
supplies do these Members support. I
think the answer is pretty clear. They
would like us to get it all from the sun,
I suppose, or they would like us to get
it from winds, provided we do not hurt
any birds in the context of getting
wind power going.

And they certainly would like us to
get it from somebody else, because that
is what is happening in America. Sixty
percent, 60 percent now of every gallon
of gasoline we burn in this country
comes from some other country. And
check the countries, check where it is
coming from.

Forty percent of the reformulated
gas comes from Venezuela right now,
where there is a pretty bad problem
going on; Venezuela, which rescued us
from the last oil embargo, where there
are some pretty bad problems going on.

Check where else it is coming from,
countries like Iran, Iraq, countries
which are teaching their children to
hate us and to come to this country
and take our planes and crash them
into our buildings in suicide attempts.
Those are reliable friends. Those are
reliable sources for energy in America.
Boy, that is real national security.

So after 20 years, after 20 years of an
effort that started in 1982, after billions
of dollars of expenditure, after sci-
entific research that even tested the ef-
fects of a glaciated age in Nevada to
make sure that this was the proper site
to bring those nuclear wastes to per-
manent storage, we come to this point
where we are about near the end.

If we can push this process one more
step, if the scientists can answer the
last questions that remain, we can set-
tle the waste issue. Guess what, all
these folks say, for heaven’s sakes, do
not settle the waste issue. Mr. Speaker,
today is a chance to move it one inch
closer to the final line where we settle
the waste issue and we help secure
America. It is time to vote yes for this
country for a change.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to House Joint Resolution 87.
President Bush’s decision to ship 77,000 tons
of nuclear waste to Yucca Mountain in Nevada
is wrong. This attempt to force Congress to
adopt an ill-conceived, premature proposal is
irresponsible and dangerous. It is our duty to
protect those we serve from a proposal that
will surely threaten our national security and
the lives of American families in their own
homes and communities.

At a time of heightened security and terrorist
threats, this Administration is proposing to ship
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tens and thousands of highly radioactive and
deadly materials through our towns and neigh-
borhood. And as fast as they get the waste
out of the plants, nuclear facilities will ramp up
production, create more waste and start ship-
ping it to Nevada—right through our towns
once again. If Congress passes this resolution
and overrides the authority of Nevada’s gov-
ernor, millions of American lives will be in dan-
ger. The President’s Yucca Mountain proposal
would ship radioactive waste to Yucca Moun-
tain from nuclear power plants through 43
states. Nearly 161 million people live within 75
miles of those routes. I find it unconscionable
that the Bush Administration would hastily
force us to accept this proposed solution. The
fact is that we need more time, not only to find
a safe place to store the waste, but time to fig-
ure out ways to treat it and make it less dan-
gerous.

I believe we should implement a plan that
would remove fuel from reactors without the
safety and security risks of thousands of nu-
clear transports traveling on our highways,
railways, and waterways. There are currently
plans that would increase security and safety
at current sites, provide storage for up to 100
years, and provide time to find better alter-
natives. Widely implementing these kinds of
plans would eliminate the security concerns
surrounding the potential 108,500 shipments
of spent nuclear fuel across the country.

The Yucca Mountain proposal is deceitful
from its core because it promises to remove
above-ground nuclear waste storage facilities.
The truth is that, although the proposal will fill
our highways and railways with nuclear
HAZMATS, nuclear power plants will be en-
abled to produce a greater amount of waste,
which will be stored above ground until it is
scheduled for shipment. The Yucca Mountain
repository will not be capable of receiving
waste until, at the earliest, 2010. At a rate of
2,000 tons per year, there will be 62,000 tons
of waste by 2010 still sitting in storage facili-
ties in the nuclear power plants around the
country. The Yucca repository will reach its
capacity of 77,000 tons in the middle of this
century; the amount remaining in storage at
nuclear plants will be almost exactly what it is
today. The proposal will fail to meet its in-
tended purpose.

Congress should reject this proposal. It is
an unfunded mandate—Congress has not
worked out the transportation funding, cost of
security measures, and other logistical issues
to make this a realistic project. The time, ef-
fort, money and energy required for this
project could be better spent investing in se-
curing nuclear energy plants and implementing
contingency plans for surrounding commu-
nities in the event of an emergency.

Congress should recognize the dangers that
will be posed to all Americans as a result of
nuclear HAZMAT trucks and trains streaking
across our highways/rails and through the
neighborhoods of my constituents and millions
of people across the country. With the horror
of September 11th still fresh in our minds, we
have pledged to the American people that we
will secure their safety—that our way of life
will not be altered by the evil deeds of a hate-
ful few. But this proposal threatens that prom-
ise.

We know that the threat of terror on Amer-
ican soil is real. We should take time to en-
sure that those who want to harm this nation
would not have an opportunity. Today, the

President is proposing to litter American high-
ways and railways with slow moving targets.
We are setting the stage for potential disas-
ters. Congress is faced with a choice between
supporting a hastily conceived proposal, or
protecting our constituents. I urge my col-
leagues to vote no on this resolution and vote
to guarantee the safety and security of the
American people.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of H.J. Res. 87 and urge my
colleagues to support this important piece of
legislation as well.

While I understand the concern and the op-
position from the Nevada delegation I do be-
lieve that the nuclear waste repository at
Yucca Mountain will be a safe and effective
means for the management of nuclear waste
for many years to come, in compliance with
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982. The
work of the United States since the dawn of
the nuclear age has assured that the very best
site for the disposal of nuclear waste would be
chosen. As early as 1957 the National Acad-
emy of Sciences suggested burying radio-
active waste in geologic formations to the
Atomic Energy Commission. Beginning in the
1970’s the world began to contemplate how
best to dispose of and manage nuclear waste.
Indeed, many proposals were put forward, like
deep seabed disposal, disposal on polar ice
sheets, transmutation, and even rocketing the
material to the surface of the sun. After ana-
lyzing and giving credence to all options, dis-
posal in a mined geologic repository emerged
as the preferred long-term environmental solu-
tion for the management of these wastes.

Almost 25 years ago the United States
began to study Yucca Mountain. Even before
the passage of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
of 1982 the Department of Energy recognized
the importance of finding a site to deposit nu-
clear waste and began to study areas that
might have potential for holding such waste.
When the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982
was eventually passed, the Department of En-
ergy was already studying 25 sites around the
country as potential repositories. The Act pro-
vided for the siting and development of two;
Yucca Mountain was one of nine sites under
consideration for the first repository program.

In 1986, Secretary of Energy John S.
Herrington found three of these sites suitable
for site characterization, and recommended
these three, including Yucca Mountain, to
President Reagan for detailed site character-
ization. The very next year Congress then
amended the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of
1982 making Yucca Mountain the single site
to be characterized. Since this time Yucca
Mountain has been developed and tested in
accordance with both the provisions of the Nu-
clear Waste Policy Act of 1982 and in accord-
ance with sound scientific principles.

Mr. Speaker, as a Member of Congress who
represents an area with the Three Mile Island
nuclear facility in my district, I have followed
the development of Yucca Mountain closely
for quite some time. Pennsylvanians get 36
percent of their electricity from nuclear power
from five sites around the state. I believe that
nuclear power is a reliable source of clean en-
ergy and has served the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania and the United States well over
the years. However, consumers of this elec-
tricity have been paying for the development
of a nuclear waste depository every time they
flip the switch. We now have to assure them

that the nuclear waste produced while gener-
ating needed power is put somewhere it will
be safe and out of harms way for thousands
of years to come. Mr. Speaker, Yucca Moun-
tain is this site. Currently 162 million Ameri-
cans live within 75 miles of nuclear waste,
many of them in Pennsylvania and in my dis-
trict. This is completely unnecessary. With the
technical and scientific genius possessed by
the United States, the United States Congress
should not disallow science from doing the
necessary work of finding a safe depository for
nuclear waste.

Mr. Speaker, I support H.J. Res. 87 and
wish the dedicated scientists and workers at
Yucca Mountain and the Department of En-
ergy all the best in their pursuit of a safe and
effective nuclear waste repository. I ask my
colleagues to join me in support of H.J. Res.
87.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to offer my support for H.J. Res. 87, the
Yucca Mountain Repository Site Approval Act.

This is an important vote for Washington
State. If we do not relocate our nuclear waste
to the Yucca Mountain repository, the Depart-
ment of Energy will be forced to reconsider
other sites previously discussed. One of those
previously considered sites is Hanford, Wash-
ington. Without passage of H.J. Res. 87,
42,000 metric tons of spent nuclear fuel will
remain stored at Hanford. This is unaccept-
able, and would be disastrous for the environ-
mental health of my state of Washington.

If we fail to move high-level nuclear waste
to Yucca Mountain, we will have 161 million
people in this country living within 75 miles of
one or more nuclear waste sites—all of which
were intended to be temporary. Without Yucca
Mountain we will continue the current system
of storing nuclear waste on the shores of the
Great Lakes, Pacific Ocean, and the Gulf of
Mexico. Without Yucca Mountain, we will con-
tinue to store nuclear waste near 20 major wa-
terways that supply household water for more
than 30 million Americans.

Opponents of H.J. Res. 87 have tried to
scare the American people into believing that
transporting nuclear waste is not safe. The
facts paint a different picture. Since 1967,
there have been 3,000 safe shipments of
spent nuclear fuel. Those shipments have cov-
ered 1.7 million miles without one single acci-
dent occurring. For those who say safety is
their top concern, let them consider this: Our
nuclear sites are safe, but it would be safer
yet to consolidate this waste from widely dis-
persed, above-ground sites into a remote,
deep underground location that can be better
protected for thousands of years.

So I urge my colleagues, put safety first. Put
the safety of our environment first. Put the
safety of our nuclear sites first. Put the safety
of the people living near nuclear sites first. It
is time to act to provide for safe, permanent
storage of our nuclear waste at Yucca Moun-
tain, Nevada. This is best for our country and
best for the people of Washington state.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.J. Res. 87, the Yucca Mountain
Repository Site Approval Act. Currently,
45,000 metric tons of spent nuclear fuel is
stored in 131 sites in 39 states. Most of these
storage sites are temporary and near large
population centers and water supplies. There
is a risk that leaks and damages from current
storage facilities could impact up to 161 million
Americans. Scientists agree that it is unsafe to
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permanently store nuclear waste on the
shores of the Great Lakes, the Long Island
Sound, the Atlantic Ocean, the Pacific Ocean,
the Gulf of Mexico, or any other body of water.
The Yucca Mountain site will minimize these
risks. I believe that creating a permanent re-
pository for spent nuclear fuel is the right thing
to do, and that is why I will vote yes today.

The vote today is another step in what has
been a 20-year process. Supporting this reso-
lution allows the Department of Energy to file
an application for a license at the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC). It is up to the
NRC to determine that the site will adequately
protect public health and safety, and to make
a decision to grant an operating license for the
facility. The licensing process will take many
years, will require many additional scientific
studies, and will continue to provide for public
input at every step along the way. Transpor-
tation plans will continue to be updated during
this process and the earliest shipments would
not start for Yucca Mountain until 2010.

I understand that the transportation of spent
nuclear fuel is a concern, and we must ad-
dress this issue thoroughly. There is no ques-
tion we will need to ensure that there is a well-
trained and certified workforce to handle and
transport waste. For decades now, spent nu-
clear waste has been shipped in small quan-
tities with no obvious harm to the public. If it
becomes apparent that the waste cannot be
transported safety and effectively, I would sup-
port revising the status of the Yucca Mountain
repository.

Mr. Speaker, by voting yes today we are
taking a prudent step for the future of this
country. For all of these reasons, I support
H.J. Res. 87.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of the Yucca Mountain Repository Site
Approval Act (H.J. Res. 87).

I believe that Americans must come to grips
with their obsessive fear of nuclear energy.
Nuclear power supplies 20 percent of our na-
tion’s electricity, but no nuclear power plant
has been built in the U.S. in approximately 30
years. That means our generation of electricity
is increasingly dependent on fossil fuels. By
contrast, France uses nuclear power for most
of its electricity requirements. Even Japan, the
only nation to be attacked with nuclear weap-
ons, uses nuclear power for more of its energy
needs than the United States. Greater reliance
on nuclear power—and I believe it is safe—
would free us from our dependence on OPEC
products.

However, we must also address the safe
transportation and disposal of nuclear waste.
The Yucca Mountain Repository Site Approval
Act approves the site at Yucca Mountain, Ne-
vada, for the development of a repository for
the disposal of high-level radioactive waste
and spent nuclear fuel. We need to have a
single, consolidated site that can be appro-
priately secured.

Currently, temporary nuclear waste sites are
scattered all over the country. More than 161
million people currently live within 75 miles of
a temporary nuclear waste site, and these
sites are near major waterway. In addition, 40
percent of the U.S. Navy’s ships and sub-
marines are nuclear powered. We simply need
to bring all this nuclear waste into one reposi-
tory that is designed to permanently store this
material safely for thousands of years. The
site at Yucca Mountain is designed to do just
that.

I urge Members to support this joint resolu-
tion.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
the resolution.

Today the House is confronted with the
unpalatable choice of whether to take the next
step in a process that could ultimately ship
tons of hazardous nuclear waste across the
country and bury it at the Yucca Mountain re-
pository, or leave the waste where it is at
more than 130 sites around the country. In
truth, the question of what to do with the nu-
clear waste is an issue we’ve been avoiding
since the dawn of the nuclear era more than
half a century ago. We can’t keep putting off
this decision.

In justice to those who oppose this resolu-
tion, moving 70,000 tons of nuclear waste
across the length and breadth of the United
States and burying it in Nevada is by no
means a perfect solution. Yucca Mountain has
a number of desirable attributes. It is isolated
in an arid location, far from population centers,
and the proposed repository is protected by
natural geological barriers. All that said, claims
that the natural and engineered barriers in
place at Yucca Mountain guarantee that the
waste will remain isolated from the environ-
ment for more than 10,000 years have to be
viewed with skepticism. In addition, the issues
surrounding the transportation of so much
hazardous waste require additional work.

At the same time, leaving the waste where
it is at more than 130 locations in 39 states is
not a viable option. None of these sites were
intended or designed for long-term storage of
high-level radioactive waste, and most are lo-
cated near population centers adjacent to riv-
ers, lakes and seacoasts. The nuclear waste
doesn’t go away or become any less of a
problem if we ignore it.

My understanding is that the repository at
Yucca Mountain can be kept open for as long
as 300 years, allowing the Department of En-
ergy to monitor the underground storage areas
and even retrieve the waste packages. When
one considers the amazing scientific break-
throughs of the last three centuries, there are
good grounds for optimism that over the next
300 years we will develop the technological
means to engineer a better solution to this
problem. In the meantime, we shouldn’t put off
the decision on whether to move forward with
the process of consolidating the waste at
Yucca Mountain. Even if we start today, and
all the remaining technical issues are resolved
during the licensing process, it will still be at
least ten year before the repository is ready.

Yogi Berra once observed, ‘‘When you
come to a fork in the road, take it.’’ For more
than 50 years, the United States has put off
making a decision about what to do about the
nuclear waste. At long last, it’s time to face up
to this problem and move forward.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, this de-
bate has become far more political than tech-
nical. The bottom line is that the Federal Gov-
ernment made yet another commitment it can-
not keep. Following decades of rosy pre-
dictions and assurances to the public, we ex-
plicitly promised to properly dispose of the na-
tion’s nuclear waste. Twenty years and $8 bil-
lion dollars later, we are still not prepared to
do so. This is not acceptable. We need to
keep our promise to communities across the
country that are temporarily storing waste in
sites that are vulnerable to terrorist attacks
and natural disasters.

We are not ready to open the Yucca Moun-
tain nuclear waste repository. There are too
many unresolved questions, even as the Ad-
ministration agrees that the current storage
system can reasonably remain for many
years. The low standards and inadequate
science that the Department of Energy has
shown at Hanford in the Pacific Northwest for
decades are apparent at Yucca Mountain as
well.

Even if we do go forward with this proposal,
by the time that the Yucca Mountain site is
ready to actually accept waste underground,
we will have already exceeded its capacity. By
the year 2035, the waste from just commercial
power plants currently in operation is expected
to be at least 90,000 tons. Yucca Mountain
can only hold 77,000 tons. By law, in order to
expand the capacity at Yucca, a second site
must be named. Since Hanford, Washington
was examined as one of the potential sites up
until 1987, we have every reason to believe
that the Department of Energy will look to
Hanford as a second site once Yucca is full.

The approval of Yucca Mountain will set a
dangerous precedent for other potential sites
such as Hanford. When Yucca Mountain failed
to meet repository guidelines, the Department
of Energy rewrote those guidelines to avoid
disqualifying the site. I don’t want this same
low standard to be applied to Hanford or any
of the other potential sites.

The Bush Administration is pushing ap-
proval of Yucca Mountain now because nu-
clear energy is a large part of its national en-
ergy policy. Yucca is not now a viable long-
term solution. It may never be. It makes no
sense to rely on an energy source that pro-
duces a deadly waste for which we have no
safe or long-term solution for clean up or stor-
age. As long as we continue to produce at
least a fifth of our energy from nuclear power
plants, we are going to have a nuclear waste
problem. Yucca will not solve that.

I don’t pretend to know the answers to our
nuclear waste problem. I’m convinced that
transporting the waste across the country in
casks that have not been properly tested and
burying it under a mountain whose geological
features are not what we once thought they
were is not the answer.

While some may sound confident, I’m not
sure anyone has a good roadmap in hand.
This is precisely why we should not implement
a policy that is going to make the situation
worse. Approving Yucca Mountain as a reposi-
tory site will be giving the nuclear industry a
green light to produce more waste, despite the
industry’s inability to clean up after itself or
even pay for its own insurance. Until we find
a real solution to the nuclear waste problem,
we should not encourage more of it.

Ms. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to H.J. Res. 87 and am
shocked that it is even on the calendar. The
people of Nevada have spoken! Governor
Guinn of Nevada has vetoed the site as al-
lowed under the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1987 (PL 100–203). This should
be the end of it. Congress put this veto provi-
sion into law to respect the State of Nevada’s
rights.

Mr. Speaker, every Member of the Nevada
delegation is opposed to this Resolution and
opposed to the Yucca Mountain site. They do
not believe that the Department of Energy’s
recommendation was based on sound science
and neither do I. The Congress created the
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Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board to
provide oversight to the Department of Energy
(DOE) to ensure that the Yucca site would be
based on sound science. This Board is made
up of nationally recognized scientists. A recent
review of the DOE’s scientific review was
graded an ‘‘F’’ by the Board.

There has not been enough scientific re-
search on issues relating to the storage of nu-
clear waste. The Congress acted hastily in
1987 by limiting the consideration of potential
sites to only Yucca Mountain. This way, no
matter what science said or what potential
health risks should arise, Yucca Mountain was
going to be the site of the repository. This is
a State’s Rights issue. The people of Nevada
do not want the nuclear waste and the Con-
gress should not force the waste upon them.
I urge my colleague to vote ‘‘no’’ on H.J. Res.
87.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Speaker, since coming
to Congress in January 2001, protecting the
environment has been one of my top priorities.
I am proud to have authored the law granting
federal ‘‘wild and scenic’’ status to Connecti-
cut’s Eightmile River; proud of my pro-environ-
ment votes, including voting against weak-
ening our nation’s arsenic standards; and
proud of my appointment as Co-Chair of the
Long Island Sound Caucus.

Out of all of my efforts to protect Connecti-
cut’s environment, nothing is more important
than today’s vote to establish a permanent
high-level nuclear water storage facility at
Yucca Mountain, in the Nevada desert.

Eastern Connecticut is home to four nuclear
power plants—Millstone 1, 2 and 3 and Con-
necticut Yankee. The Millstone nuclear power
plant in Waterford sits on Long Island Sound.
On Millstone’s 500 acres sits tons radioactive
waste. Just north of Millstone, on the banks of
the Connecticut River, is the Connecticut
Yankee nuclear power plant on Haddam Neck.
There, 22 years of spent nuclear fuel sits in a
cooling pool waiting to be removed. All told,
there is more than 1,500 metric tons of spent
nuclear fuel at those two sites.

Establishing Yucca Mountain will begin the
process of removing nuclear waste from these
two facilities. Why is that important? Imagine
an accident involving the spent fuel pools at
Millstone in Waterford. Imagine nuclear water
seeping into the Long Island Sound. What
would happen? Connecticut’s shellfish indus-
try—decimated; Water skiing and recreation in
the Sound—forget about it. The entire Long Is-
land Sound ecosystem would be destroyed for
generations. This is why a vote for Yucca
Mountain is a vote to protect Connecticut’s en-
vironment.

What about an accident at Connecticut
Yankee? what would happen to the Con-
necticut River if spent fuel spilled into it? Con-
necticut’s largest fresh water river—contami-
nated; Salmon and shad, which are just begin-
ning to replenish the river waters—gone and
never coming back. And all of this flowing
south past Interstate 95 and the Amtrak North-
east Corridor into Long Island Sound.

Nuclear waste dumped into the Connecticut
River would destroy New England’s largest
river ecosystem and one of the Nation’s first
American Heritage Rivers. This is why a vote
for Yucca Mountain is a vote to protect Con-
necticut’s environment.

Mr. Speaker, clearly, establishing Yucca
Mountain is critical to Connecticut’s environ-
mental needs. But if you have another reason

to support H.J. Res. 87, let’s look at the issue
from a national security perspective.

Make no mistake—spent fuel in a perma-
nent repository for storage is less susceptible
to terrorist attacks than spent fuel in temporary
sites, especially when the Yucca site is iso-
lated and the temporary storage facilities are
often close to population centers and water-
ways.

In fact, today more than 161 million people
currently live within 75 miles of one or more
nuclear waste sites, all of which were intended
to be temporary. These sites are also located
near 20 major waterways that supply water to
more than 30 million Americans. Highly radio-
active nuclear waste is currently stored in
more than 131 sites in 39 states. A coordi-
nated attack, similar to those on September
11, on two or more of these sites would be
catastrophic.

There is no question that keeping this haz-
ardous waste in miles of tunnels beneath solid
rock in the arid desert provides better security
for storage and monitoring than leaving it
along our undefended rivers and water-
courses.

Access to the Yucca site is already re-
stricted due to its proximity to the Nevada Test
Site and Nellis Air Force Range surrounds the
site on three sides, providing an effective
rapid-response security force.

Establishing one spent fuel site will protect
our environment and strengthen our national
security. Yucca Mountain is one of the few
issues that brings together environmentalists
and defense hawks. Any issue that can do
that is worthy of this body’s support. I urge my
colleagues to join me in support of H.J. Res.
87.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker,
nuclear utilities intend to keep producing nu-
clear waste, and with talk about creating new
reactors this would only add to the growing
waste problem.

The Bush Energy Plan calls for doubling the
number of nuclear reactors in the U.S. by
2040. Yucca Mountain is only designed to
contain the waste from existing reactors.

The GAO report concludes it would be pre-
mature for the Secretary of Energy to rec-
ommend Yucca Mountain as the nation’s nu-
clear waste repository for 77,000 metric tons
of radioactive waste because many technical
issues remain unresolved. Energy Secretary
Abraham recommended the site anyway.

The report said the Department of Energy
(DOE) is unlikely to achieve its goal of open-
ing a repository at Yucca Mountain by 2010
and currently does not have a reliable esti-
mate of when, and at what cost, such a repos-
itory can be opened.

Two hundred ninety-three unfinished sci-
entific and technical issues have yet to be re-
solved before the site can be opened. For ex-
ample, additional study is needed on how
water would flow through the repository area
to the underlying groundwater and on the du-
rability of waste containers which are needed
to last tens of thousands of years.

We should use sound science to solve
these unresolved issues to determine if Yucca
Mountain is really ready to receive nuclear
waste.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
speak in strong opposition to this resolution.

But first, I must thank our colleague, the
Gentlelady from Nevada, for her outstanding
leadership on Yucca Mountain.

She is a champion for her state. She has
said she would lay herself down on the rail-
road tracks to prevent nuclear waste from
coming into her state, and I know she would
do it.

Mr. Speaker, every day, the President and
the Republican leadership claim that they want
to keep the federal government out of people’s
lives and empower states with the flexibility to
govern themselves.

Yet today we are going to override the veto
of a governor and go against the express
wishes of the people of Nevada.

The President has broken his promise to the
people of Nevada. Before his election, he
promised that the decision whether to store
nuclear waste at Yucca Mountain would be
based on sound science.

The science is not sound.
The GAO has identified more than 250 sig-

nificant technical issues that still need to be
resolved before going ahead with Yucca
Mountain.

Mr. Speaker, many Yucca Mountain sup-
porters say: ‘‘We have to put this waste some-
where. Get it out of my neighborhood and put
it somewhere else.’’

I want to remind my colleagues that moving
it out of your neighborhood won’t solve the
problem.

As long as your local nuclear power plant is
running, there will always be nuclear waste in
your neighborhood—the hottest and most dan-
gerous waste, the waste that just came out of
the reactor core.

And transporting the waste puts many more
communities at risk of accidents and terrorist
attacks.

Nor does Yucca Mountain solve our long-
term waste storage problem. By the time the
repository opens, we will have enough waste
to fill it up, and we’ll have to start over again,
looking for another site.

We need to choose a different path. We
need to develop clean, renewable energy
sources that do not produce lethal waste that
will endure for hundreds of thousands of
years.

Mr. Speaker, when we make this decision
today, we should associate ourselves with the
aspirations of a state, protect the environment
of our country, and do the right thing, and vote
against this resolution.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of H. J. Res. 87, the Yucca Mountain Re-
pository Site Approval Act. I am happy to join
my colleagues as we approach the end of this
20 year journey to find an appropriate reposi-
tory for spent nuclear fuel.

Common sense dictates that nuclear waste
belongs in a secure and remote location, not
the coast of Southern California. Today, this
House will vote to support one of President
Bush’s national security objectives: the con-
struction of the Yucca Mountain nuclear waste
storage facility.

Congressional approval for the President’s
plan to build the Yucca Mountain facility will
be a step toward resolving California’s power
crisis and will protect our communities from
the unnecessary risk to storing nuclear waste.
Centralizing the storage of hazardous nuclear
waste at the remote Yucca Mountain facility
clearly makes more sense than the current
system of storing nuclear waste at 131 dif-
ferent storage sites including San Onofre, a
nuclear power plant located in my district.
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Today 161 million Americans live within 75

miles of at least one of these 131 storage fa-
cilities. The future security, efficiency and envi-
ronmental advantages of storing spent nuclear
fuel at the completed Yucca Mountain facility
surpass those of any other viable alternative,
including the continuation of the current sys-
tem.

Consider the advantages of the proposed
Yucca Mountain facility. Located on remote
federal land, it would be more than 90 miles
away from any major population center. In
terms of security, the facility would be buried
1,000 feet below the desert surface, the site is
surrounded on three sides by the Nellis Air
Force Range, the airspace above Yucca
Mountain is restricted and the facility would
have its own elite rapid-response security
force.

Scientific studies conducted by the Depart-
ment of Energy have, since 1982, evaluated
the risks to the site posed by volcanoes,
earthquakes, underground water, human intru-
sion and many other potential threats; after
carefully considering these factors scientists
have concluded that the risk to the Yucca
Mountain site over the next 10,000 years are
minimal.

The centralization of spent nuclear fuel at
the Yucca Mountain facility will allow a more
efficient allocation of resources to manage and
safeguard nuclear waste than is possible
under the current system or any other current
proposal for the future. When the technology
that recycles spent nuclear fuel becomes a re-
ality, the concentration of resource at Yucca
Mountain will speed efforts to reduce or elimi-
nate nuclear waste.

Environmentally, even if no additional nu-
clear power plants are built, the need to se-
curely store existing spent nuclear fuel will
continue. Nuclear power is environmentally
friendly, economical and safe. Yucca Mountain
will open the door to the possibility of building
new nuclear power plants, instead of more
coal and oil plants, to meet California’s energy
needs and to avert a future power crisis like
the one experienced last summer. Storing
spent nuclear fuel in a central, secure and re-
mote location that minimizes the threat of con-
taminating water sources, the atmosphere and
our nation’s wildlife is the most environ-
mentally responsible policy possible under
given conditions. The proposal to build a sin-
gle storage site at Yucca Mountain will protect
the environment and public safety better than
building and maintaining several smaller stor-
age facilities throughout the United States.

The arguments of those who oppose the
Yucca Mountain project revolve around the
fear of uncertainty. These arguments point to
the possibility that the scientific assessments
of the Yucca Mountain site could be flawed.
They note that despite all planned precautions
and the extensive experience our nation al-
ready has in transporting spent nuclear fuel,
an accident could occur in transport. Finally,
they hold out the hope that American ingenuity
will develop new technologies that can easily
recycle spent nuclear fuel or even eliminate
the need for nuclear power through advances
in solar, wind and other energies—thus elimi-
nating the need for new spent nuclear fuel
storage facilities. While these points cannot
and should not be ignored, they are them-
selves uncertainties.

Uncertaintly, in fact, is a major reason why
the Yucca Mountain facility should be built.

Secretary of Energy Spencer Abraham has
noted that existing nuclear waste storage fa-
cilities, like the one at San Onofre, ‘‘should be
able to withstand current terrorist threats, but
that may not remain the case in the future.’’

Any uncertainty involving spent nuclear fuel
is better addressed 1,000 feet below the sur-
face of the desert and 90 miles away from any
major population center than in the middle of
highly populated places like Southern Cali-
fornia. The construction of the Yucca Mountain
facility is a national security issue. I intend to
support President Bush’s decision to build the
facility and hope that my colleagues in Con-
gress also will back the President.

Mr. Speaker, our journey is about to be
completed regarding Yucca Mountain. I ask
that my colleagues support passage of the
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). All time has expired.

Pursuant to section 115(e)(4) of the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the joint
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 306, nays
117, not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 133]

YEAS—306

Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boozman
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)

Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Cardin
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)

Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Deal
Delahunt
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Etheridge
Everett
Fattah
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Ganske

Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Inslee
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Keller
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lampson
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)

Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Osborne
Otter
Oxley
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roukema
Royce

Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Wynn
Young (FL)

NAYS—117

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Baca
Baldwin
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Blumenauer
Bonior
Boswell
Capps
Capuano
Carson (IN)
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Crowley
Davis (CA)
Davis, Tom
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Doggett
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Filner
Frank
Frost

Gallegly
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Harman
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Langevin
Lantos
Lee
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Lynch

Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Moore
Napolitano
Oberstar
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Paul
Pelosi
Pence
Pombo
Radanovich
Rahall

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 04:01 May 09, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00038 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A08MY7.048 pfrm12 PsN: H08PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2205May 8, 2002
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Schakowsky

Schiff
Serrano
Sherman
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Solis
Souder
Stark
Thompson (CA)
Tierney
Udall (CO)

Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—12

Burton
Crane
Hall (OH)
Hyde

Kind (WI)
Nadler
Ose
Riley

Scott
Traficant
Waxman
Weldon (PA)

b 1545

Mrs. KELLY changed her vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the joint resolution was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.J. Res.
87, just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

f

STOP THE SPREAD OF GAMBLING

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to call the attention of the House to an
open letter from 220 religious leaders to
the President of the United States and
Congress on the spread of gambling.

They said, ‘‘We, the undersigned, rep-
resent a variety of faith perspectives
and religious beliefs. We hold different
convictions regarding many of the
most prominent issues of the day, yet
we are united in our opposition to le-
galized gambling and we respectfully
urge Congress to begin to address the
devastation that gambling has wrought
on our children and families and com-
munities as a Nation.’’

And then they go on to talk about
the faith community can provide
countless stories of families shattered
by gambling addiction.

It was a full page ad in Roll Call. I
urge Members to look at it and see.
This Congress ought to begin to deal
with this issue of the spread of gam-
bling.
AN OPEN LETTER FROM 220 RELIGIOUS LEAD-

ERS TO THE PRESIDENT AND CONGRESS ON
THE SPREAD OF GAMBLING

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: We, the under-
signed, represent a variety of faith perspec-
tives and religious beliefs. We hold differing
convictions regarding many of the most
prominent issues of our day. Yet we are
united in our opposition to legalized gam-
bling. We believe it to be a moral and cul-
tural cancer. Therefore, we respectfully urge

Congress to begin to address the devastation
that gambling has wrought on our children,
families, communities and nation. Consider
just the following sampling of gambling’s
toll on America’s citizenry:

Gambling exploits those with the fewest fi-
nancial resources, as both a multitude of
studies and our own experiences in our indi-
vidual communities readily confirm. A few
months ago we were inundated with glowing
press accounts of the Powerball winner from
Kentucky who gambled part of his unem-
ployment check to attain the jackpot. How
many tens of thousands of others in similar
circumstances squandered their meager in-
come chasing this state-sponsored fantasy
and wound up without enough money to pay
the rent or put food on the table? According
to the National Gambling Impact Study
Commission (NGISC), individuals earning
less than $10,000 per year spend more on lot-
tery tickets every year than any other in-
come group.

Each of us—and the faith communities we
represent—could provide countless stories of
families shattered by gambling addiction.
We are often the ones forced to pick up the
pieces of lives ripped apart by divorce and
domestic violence. According to a survey by
the NGISC, gambling has been responsible,
in whole or in part, for more than 2 million
divorces in recent years. Child abuse and ne-
glect are other effluents of gambling’s explo-
sive growth. In addition, research indicates
that children of gambling addicts do more
poorly in school, experience more behavioral
problems, and are more susceptible to gam-
bling addiction themselves.

The gambling boom has made our commu-
nities more dangerous places to live. Gam-
bling operations attract crime, and they cre-
ate new criminals out of otherwise law-abid-
ing citizens. Studies confirm that more than
half of gambling addicts will engage in ille-
gal activities—everything from embezzle-
ment to armed robbery—to fund their com-
pulsion to gamble.

Gambling has subverted the rightful role of
government as protectorate of the people.
Casinos in particular have bought favors
with politicians at all levels, thus enabling
them to spread their poison product into
even more communities. In the most recent
election, gambling interests lavished $10.9
million on candidates and parties at the fed-
eral level alone. That does not include the
multi-millions spent on lobbying, nor does it
take into account that gambling interests
have become the single most powerful force
in a number of state governments. All of this
influence comes at a terrible price that is
paid for by the gambling industry’s mul-
titude of victims.

The rapid increase in legal gambling op-
portunities has created a concomitant boom
in the number of gambling addicts. Accord-
ing to the NGISC, more than 15 million
Americans struggle with a significant gam-
bling problem—and the repercussions are
often profound. Perhaps no single statistic
better reveals the depth of despair associated
with gambling addiction than this: One in
five of those who become addicted to gam-
bling will attempt to take his or her own
life.

Legal gambling operations entice teen-
agers to delve into this dangerous activity.
Many become trapped. Studies show that the
rate of gambling problems among adoles-
cents is dramatically higher than that for
adults. Hundreds of thousands of teens regu-
larly access casinos, lotteries, and other
legal betting venues despite age regulations
to the contrary. Further, aggressive and om-
nipresent gambling advertising campaigns
disparage the ethic of work, diligence and
study while bombarding teens with the idea
that gambling is the means to get rich
quick.

Gambling has become a blight on our na-
tion’s cultural landscape. As religious lead-
ers, we see the gambling-induced pain and
devastation among many of those who look
to us for spiritual guidance. Thus, we stand
together not only in our concern, but in our
commitment to oppose this predatory and
destructive industry. We call on members of
Congress to place America’s citizens and
families ahead of the false promises and
hefty political contributions of the gambling
industry, and to begin to address this rapidly
growing menace to our national welfare.

Sincerely,
Dr. Mark Bailey, President, Dallas Theo-

logical Seminary.
The Rt. Rev. Charles E. Bennison, Jr.,

Episcopal Diocese of Pennsylvania.
Dr. Ron Black, Executive Director, Gen-

eral Association of General Baptists.
Dr. Bill Bright, Founder and Chairman,

Campus Crusade for Christ.
David Bryant, Chairman, America’s Na-

tional Prayer Committee.
Commissioner John Busby, National Com-

mander, The Salvation Army.
Dr. Gaylen J. Byker, President, Calvin Col-

lege.
Tony Campolo, Ph.D., President, The

Evangelical Association for the Promotion
of Education.

Dr. Judson Carlberg, President, Gordon
College.

Dr. Morris H. Chapman, President & CEO,
Southern Baptist Convention, Executive
Committee.

Charles W. Colson, Chairman of the Board,
Prison Fellowship Ministries.

Dr. Clyde Cook, President, Biola Univer-
sity and Talbot School of Theology.

Kenneth L. Connor, President, Family Re-
search Council.

Dr. James C. Dobson, President, Focus on
the Family.

David H. Engelhard, General Secretary,
Christian Reformed Church in North Amer-
ica.

Dr. Tony Evans, President, The Urban Al-
ternative.

Reverend Jeff Farmer, President, Open
Bible Churches.

Bruce L. Fister, Lt. Gen. USAF (Ret.), Ex-
ecutive Director, Officers’ Christian Fellow-
ship.

Leighton Ford, President, Leighton Ford
Ministries.

Dr. Stan D. Gaede, President, Westmont
College.

Rev. Dr. Thomas W. Gillespie, President,
Princeton Theological Seminary.

William Graham, Acting Dean, Harvard Di-
vinity School.

The Rt. Rev. J. Clark Grew II, Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of Ohio.

Bishop Susan W. Hassinger, United Meth-
odist Church, Boston Area.

Rev. Paul Hirschy, Bishop, Church of the
United Brethren in Christ, USA.

Dr. David W. Holdren, General Super-
intendent, The Wesleyan Church.

Clyde M. Hughes, Bishop, International
Pentecostal Church of Christ.

L. Gregory Jones, Dean and Professor of
Theology, Duke Divinity School.

Rev. Dr. Walter C. Kaiser, President, Gor-
don-Conwell Theological Seminary.

Rabbi Benjamin Kamenetzky, Executive
Director, Yeshiva of South Shore.

D. James Kennedy, Ph.D., Senior Minister,
Coral Ridge Presbyterian Church.

Clifton Kirkpatrick, State Clerk of the
General Assembly, Presbyterian Church
(U.S.A.).

Dr. Richard Land, President, Ethics and
Religious Liberty, Commission of the SBC.

Rabbi Abraham S. Lefkowitz, Chaplain,
Nassau County Police Department.

Dr. Duane Litfin, President, Wheaton Col-
lege.
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Max Lucado, Senior Minister, Oak Hills

Church of Christ.
Bishop Joel N. Martinez, United Methodist

Church, San Antonio Area.
Bishop Felton E. May, United Methodist

Church, Washington, D.C. Area.
Dr. James Merritt, President, Southern

Baptist Convention.
Dr. Kenneth M. Meyer, Chancellor, Trinity

Evangelical Divinity School.
Dr. R. Albert Mohler, Jr., President,

Southern Baptist Theological Seminary.
Dr. Richard J. Mouw, President, Fuller

Theological Seminary.
Harold Myra, Executive Chairman, Christi-

anity Today International.
Father Richard John Neuhaus, President,

Institute on Religion and Public Life.
Dr. John M. Perkins, Chairman, Christian

Community Development Association.
Glenn Plummer, Chairman, National Reli-

gious Broadcasters.
The Rt. Reverend F. Neff Powell, Bishop,

Episcopal Diocese of Southern Virginia.
Dennis Rainey, Executive Director, Family

Life.
Sandy Rios, President, Concerned Women

for America.
Adrian Rogers, Senior Pastor, Bellevue

Baptist Church.
Dr. Rex M. Rogers, President, Cornerstone

University.
Rt. Rev. Catherine S. Roskam, Bishop Suf-

fragan of New York.
Bruce Ryskamp, President and CEO,

Zondervan.
Dr. Emanuel Sandberg, Executive Director,

The Brethren Church.
Bishop Beverly J. Shamana, United Meth-

odist Church, San Francisco Area.
Dr. Dal Shealy, President/CEO, Fellowship

of Christian Athletes.
Ronald J. Sider, President, Evangelicals

for Social Action.
Charles W. Smith, Sr. Pastor, Calvary

Chapel.
Sister Lucille Souza, MSC, Mother Cabrini

High School.
David Stevens, MD, Executive Director,

Christian Medical Association.
Dr. Thomas Trask, General Super-

intendent, General Council of the Assemblies
of God.

Miroslav Volf, Professor, Yale University.
Rev. Jim Wallis, Editor-in-Chief, Sojourn-

ers.
Donald E. Wildemon, President American

Family Association.
Dr. Edward W. Williamson, General Super-

intendent, Evangelical Methodist Church,
International Headquarters.

Jim Winkler, General Secretary, United
Methodist Church, General Board of Church
and Society.

Ravi K. Zacharias, President, Inter-
national Ministries.

ADDITIONAL SIGNATORIES TO THE ‘‘OPEN
LETTER TO THE PRESIDENT AND CONGRESS’’
The Rt. Rev. Keith L. Ackerman, Bishop,

Diocese of Quincy (IL).
Howard Ahmanson, President, Fieldstead

& Co.
Robert T. Allen, President, National Asso-

ciation of Evangelicals—Arizona.
Dr. A.J. Anglin, President, Trinity Chris-

tian College.
Dr. Jay A. Barber, President, Warner Pa-

cific College.
Dr. James Barnes, President, Indiana Wes-

leyan University.
Rev. Dr. Peter B. Barnes, Senior Pastor,

First Presbyterian Church (Boulder, CO).
Dr. Philip J. Baur, Interim President,

Bethel Seminary of the East.
Dr. Timothy F. George, President, Samford

University.
Michael Glenn, Executive Vice President,

National Religious Broadcasters Association.

J. Gary Glosten, Bishop Suffragan, Epis-
copal Diocese of North Carolina.

William T. Greig II, Chairperson, Gospel
Light Publishing.

Doris W. Greig, Chairperson, Gospel Light
Publications.

Wayne Grudem, Ph.D., Research Professor
of Bible and Theology, Phoenix Seminary,
Past President, Evangelical Theological So-
ciety.

Dr. David J. Gyertson, President, Taylor
University.

Pastor Matthew Heard, Senior Pastor,
Woodmen Valley Chapel.

The Rt. Rev. Henry N. Parsley, Jr., Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of Alabama.

Bishop Gregory Palmer, Iowa Conference,
United Methodist Church.

Joe E. Pennel, Jr., Bishop, Virginia Con-
ference of United Methodist Church.

Randy Pope, Pastor, Perimeter Church.
Tom Prichard, President, Minnesota Fam-

ily Council.
Dr. Paul A. Rader, President, Asbury Col-

lege.
Stephen W. Reed, General Counsel, Focus

on the Family.
Larry D. Robertson, Ph.D., State Evan-

gelism Specialist, Tennessee Baptist Conven-
tion.

Dr. LeVon Balzer, President, John Brown
University.

The Rt. Reverend David C. Bane, Jr.,
Bishop, Episcopal Diocese of Southern Vir-
ginia.

Dr. Gayle D. Beebe, President, Spring
Arbor University.

Bobbi Biehl, President, Masterplanning
Group International.

Bishop Bruce Blake, United Methodist
Church, Oklahoma Area.

Richard Bott, Sr., President, Bott Radio
Network.

Robert H. Brindle, Consultant to churches.
Reverend R.O. and Elsa Prince Broehuizen,

Pastor (Holland, MI).
Rev. Edison G. Brooker, Pastor, Rotonda

West Community Church, Chairman, Na-
tional Association of Evangelicals—Florida.

Bishop Warner H. Brown Jr., United Meth-
odist Church Denver Area.

Dr. Homer Heater, Jr., President, Capital
Bible Seminary.

Dr. Kenneth S. Hemphill, President,
Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary.

Donald Paul Hodel, Former Reagan Cabi-
net Officer.

Dr. E. Douglas Hodo, President, Houston
Baptist University.

Bishop John L. Hopkins, United Methodist
Church, Minnesota Area.

The Rt. Rev. Barry Howe, Bishop, Epis-
copal Diocese of West Missouri.

John W. Howe, Bishop, The Episcopal Dio-
cese of Central Florida.

Bishop William W. Hutchinson, United
Methodist Church, Louisiana Area.

Bishop Neil L. Irons, United Methodist
Church, Harrisburg Area.

Bishop S. Clifton Ives, United Methodist
Church, West Virginia Area.

Dr. David J. Robinson, President, Houston
Graduate School of Theology.

Dr. William P. Robinson, President, Whit-
worth College.

Thomas E. Rogeberg, Executive Vice Presi-
dent, Coral Ridge Ministries Media, Inc.

Bishop Edward L. Salmon, Diocese of
South Carolina.

Bishop William J. Salmon, Diocese of
South Carolina.

Dr. Rick Scarborough, President, Vision
America.

Rick Schatz, President, & CEO, National
Coalition for the Protection of Children and
Families.

Reverend Dale Schlafer, President, and
Founder, Center for World Revival and
Awakening.

Alan E. Sears, President,, Alliance Defense
Fund.

Don Schmierer, Program Officer,
Fieldstead & Company.

Dr. George K. Brushaber, President, Bethel
College and Seminary.

Dr. Jerry Cain, President, Judson College.
Bishop Kenneth L. Carder, United Meth-

odist Church, Mississippi Area.
Dr. John L. Carson, President, Erskine

College.
Lt. Gen. Patrick P. Caruana (USAF Ret.),

Board Member, Focus on the Family.
Dr. Daniel Chamberlain, President, Hough-

ton College.
Bishop Ray W. Chamberlain Jr., United

Methodist Church, Houston Area.
Bishop Ben R. Chamness, Central Texas

Conference of the United Methodist Church.
Dr. Bryan Chapell, President, Covenant

Theological Seminary.
Rev. Clifford R. Christensen, Conference

Minister Conservative, Congregational
Christian Conference.

Glen A. Land, Director of Missions and
Evangelism, Minnesota-Wisconsin Baptist
Convention.

Dr. Luciano Jaramillo, IBS–Latin Amer-
ica, Executive Director, IBS–US, Hispanic
Ministries Director.

The Rt. Rev. Stephen H. Jecko, Diocese of
Florida.

Jonathan D. Keaton, Bishop, East Ohio
Conference of the United Methodist Church.

Dr. Keith P. Keeran, President, Kentucky
Christian College.

Dr. Kirby Nelson Keller, President, Evan-
gelical School of Theology.

Jay L. Kesler, Chancellor, Taylor Univer-
sity.

Bishop Hae-Jong Kim, United Methodist
Church, Pittsburgh Area.

Bishop James R. King Jr., United Meth-
odist Church, Louisville Area.

Jerry R. Kirk, Chairman, National Coali-
tion for the Protection of Children and Fam-
ilies.

James M. Kushiner, Executive Director,
Fellowship of St. James.

Max L. Staekhouse, Professor of Christian
Ethics, Princeton Theological Seminary.

The Rt. Reverend John-David Mercer
Schofield, Bishop, Episcopal Diocese of San
Joaquin, Central Third of California.

Bishop Ann B. Sherer, United Methodist
Church, Missouri Area.

Rt. Rev. Richard L. Shimpfky, Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of El Camino Real.

Randy D. Singer, Executive Vice Presi-
dent, North American Mission Board, SBC.

Bishop C. Joseph Sprague, United Meth-
odist Church, Chicago Area.

Tim Stafford, Senior Writer, Christianity
Today Magazine.

James R. Stuck, Bishop, Indiana-Kentucky
Synod Evangelical Lutheran Church in
America.

Dr. Lee Snyder, President, Bluffton Col-
lege.

Dr. Richard L. Spindle, President,
MidAmerica Nazarene University.

Peter Sprigg, Senior Director of Culture
Studies, Family Research Council.

David E. Clippard, Associate Executive Di-
rector, Baptist General Convention of Okla-
homa.

Charles W. Colson, Chairman of the Board
Prison Fellowship Ministries—Washington,
D.C.

Dr. Paul R. Corts, President, Palm Beach
Atlantic College.

Dr. William Crothers, President, North-
eastern Seminary.

Rt. Rev. Clifton Daniel, III, Bishop, Dio-
cese of East Carolina.

Glenn DeMots, President, Bethany Chris-
tian Services.

Bishop William W. Dew Jr., United Meth-
odist Church, Phoenix, Area.
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Dr. Dennis H. Dirks, Dean, Talbot School

of Theology at Biola University.
Dr. Davis S. Dockery, President, Union

University.
Dr. Joseph L. Lapp, President, Eastern

Mennonite University.
The Rt. Rev. Edward L. Lee, Jr., Bishop,

Diocese of Western Michigan.
Edwin M. Leidel, Bishop of Eastern Michi-

gan.
Dr. Daniel Lockwood, President,

Multinomah Biblical Seminary.
Ernest S. Lyght, Bishop, The New York

Annual Conference, The United Methodist
Church.

Dr. Kevin Mannoia, Dean, C.P. Haggard
School of Theology, Azusa Pacific Univer-
sity.

Colby M. May, Esq., Director, Office of
Government Affairs, American Center for
Law and Justice.

Dr. Kenneth M. Meyer, Chancellor, Trinity
Evangelical Divinity School.

Bishop Rodney R. Michel, Garden City, NY.
Dr. Vinson Synan, Dean, School of Divin-

ity, Regent University.
Dr. C. Pat Taylor, President, Southwest

Baptist College.
The Rt. Reverend Douglas E. Theuner,

Bishop, Episcopal Diocese of New Hampshire.
Dr. David Tiede, President, Luther Semi-

nary.
Dr. Al Truesdale, Interim President, East-

ern Nazarene College.
Paul Tshimihamba, Associate Pastor, First

Presbyterian Church (Berkeley, CA).
Rt. Reverend Franklin D. Turner, Bishop

Suffragan of Pennsylvania.
Forrest L. Turpen, Executive Director,

Christian Educators Association Inter-
national.

John Tusant, Executive Director, The
Greater Spokane Association of
Evangelicals.

The Reverend David A. Donges, Bishop,
Evangelical Lutheran Church in America.

Dr. Larry R. Donnithorne, President, Colo-
rado Christian University.

Dr. G. Blair Dowden, President, Hun-
tington College.

Dr. David E. Draper, President,
Winebrenner Theological Seminary.

Ralph W. Dunkin, Bishop, West Virginia-
Western Maryland Synod.

Dr. Maxie D. Dunnam, President, Asbury
Theological Seminary.

Dr. Phillip W. Eaton, President, Seattle
Pacific University.

Bishop Marion Edwards, United Methodist
Church, Raleigh Area.

Dr. Tom Elliff, Pastor, First Southern Bap-
tist Church (Del City, OK).

Bernard J. Evans, General Chairman,
ELIM Fellowship.

Bishop Lee M. Miller, Upstate New York,
SYNOD/ELCA.

State Senator Patricia Miller (IN), The
Confessing Movement within the United
Methodist Church.

Bishop Rhymes H. Moncure, United Meth-
odist Church, Nebraska Area.

Dr. Royce Money, President, Abilene
Christian University.

Dr. Charles W. Moore, President, Northern
Baptist Theological Seminary.

The Rt. Rev. Paul Moore, Retired Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of New York.

Bishop William W. Morris, United Meth-
odist Church, Nashville Area.

Susan Morrison, Bishop, United Methodist
Church, Albany, New York Episcopal Area.

Rev. Duane Motley, President, New York-
er’s Family Research Foundation, Inc.

Dr. Bruce Murphy, President, North-
western College in Iowa.

Leslee J. Unruh, Founder and President
National Abstinence Clearinghouse.

Dr. Jon Wallace, President, Azusa Pacific
University.

Dr. Charles Wasielewski Sr., International
Moderator, American Evangelical Christian
Churches.

Peter D. Weaver, Bishop, The United Meth-
odist Church, Philadelphia Episcopal Area.

Dr. C. Robert Wetzel, Emmanuel School of
Religion.

Bishop Timothy W. Whitaker, United
Methodist Church, Florida Area.

Dr. John H. White, President, Geneva Col-
lege.

Bishop Woodie W. White, United Methodist
Church, Indiana Area.

Bishop D. Max Whitfield, United Methodist
Church, Northwest Texas/New Mexico Area.

Donald E. Wildmon, President, American
Family Association.

Bishop Robert E. Fannin, North Alabama
Annual Conference, The United Methodist
Church.

Janet Folger, National Director, Center for
Reclaiming America.

Richard J. Foss, Bishop, Fargo, ND.
Jeffrey R. Funk, Executive Director, Hos-

pital Chaplains’ Ministry of America
(HCMA).

Dr. Ira Gallaway, Institute of Religion and
Democracy.

Bishop Elias Galvan, The United Methodist
Church, Seattle, WA.

Albert Mutti, Bishop, United Methodist
Church, Kansas Episcopal Area.

David A. Noebel, President, Summit Min-
istries.

Bishop Alfred L. Norris, United Methodist
Church, Houston Area.

Patrick Ortega, News & Public Affairs Di-
rector, Radio Nueva Vida Network.

Bishop Bruce R. Ough, United Methodist
Church, Ohio West Area.

Dr. Roger Parrott, President, Bellhaven
College.

Dr. G. Craig Williford, President, Denver
Seminary.

Sid Wright, Chief of Staff to the Chairman,
Campus Crusade.

Michael Youssef, Ph.D., President, Leading
The Way Radio and Television.

Dr. Carl E. Zylstra, President, Dordt Col-
lege.

f

b 1545

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BROWN of South Carolina). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of January
3, 2001, and under a previous order of
the House, the following Members will
be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. RAMSTAD)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RAMSTAD addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

CELEBRATING MOTHER’S DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Indiana (Ms. CARSON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I really appreciate the Chair recog-
nizing me as a young lady.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in celebra-
tion of Mother’s Day this Sunday, May
12, a day celebrated in the United
States and many countries around the

world to celebrate motherhood and ex-
press appreciation of our mothers.

Our Founding Father, George Wash-
ington, once said: ‘‘My mother was the
most beautiful woman I ever saw. All I
am I owe to my mother. I attribute all
my success in life to the moral, intel-
lectual and physical education that I
received from her.’’

The first celebration honoring moth-
ers dates back to ancient Greece where
spring celebrations were held in honor
of Rhea, the mother of the gods. Dur-
ing the 1600s, England honored mothers
by celebrating the day called Moth-
ering Sunday on the fourth Sunday of
Lent, and it was in 1872 that the United
States was introduced to the idea of
Mother’s Day by Julia Ward Howe, a
lyricist of the ‘‘Battle Hymn of the Re-
public,’’ with the intention of Mother’s
Day being dedicated to peace.

Thirty-five years later, in 1907, a
campaign led by Anna Jarvis of Phila-
delphia led to the establishment of
Mother’s Day as a national holiday in
the United States. On May 8, 1914,
President Woodrow Wilson signed a
joint resolution which dedicated the
second Sunday in May as Mother’s Day
to express our appreciation of the love
and devotion of our mothers.

My own mother, Velma Porter, who
is no longer with us in the presence but
certainly in my life, in the spirit, has
always been my inspiration. She was
my teacher, my defender and a con-
tinual source of strength and wisdom;
and although my mother and I were
not blessed with material wealth, I at-
tribute the happiness of my childhood
to the enormous strength of my moth-
er and the strength of the community
where we live.

Today, there are an estimated 35 mil-
lion mothers in the United States. In
today’s world, mothers are faced with
the challenge of not only raising chil-
dren alone, but participating as suc-
cessful equals of their male counter-
parts in all walks of life.

We often hear politicians especially
bemoan the fact that there are too
many single female heads of household,
mothers, who are attempting to raise
their children in the proper manner
while they provide an economic and
educational opportunity for their off-
spring. We often criticize women,
mothers, who have been left to raise
their families alone, not through any
fault of their own, but through the pre-
mature demise of their husbands or
through the total abandonment of
their husbands and their children’s fa-
ther.

According to the AFL-CIO, 72 percent
of the women with children younger
than 18, 78 percent of women with chil-
dren between the ages of 6 and 17, and
65 percent of women with children
younger than 6 were in the labor force
in 1997.

Those of us who are affiliated with
Christianity, the Protestant religion,
recall very vividly how Jesus revered
his mother when he was in the middle
of dying and had all of the opportunity
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to concentrate on his dying. He stopped
in the middle of it and told John to be-
hold his mother, and from the cross we
are reminded of the importance and the
love and the strength of our mothers
and the kind of moral character that
they have conveyed on to us.

I would trust that as we go forward
with the congressional agenda that we
will not invoke pain through policy
and through measures on mothers who
attempt in every way that they know
how to care for their families, both
spiritually and economically.

f

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE FOR
MOTHER’S DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. CAPPS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
honor of recognition of Mother’s Day
2002 to honor mothers across the world
and to honor the profession and the
calling of mothering.

I make these remarks today in mem-
ory of my own daughter, a wonderful
mother to two little boys before she
died 2 years ago, and in honor of their
father, her husband, who is doing a fab-
ulous job of parenting and mothering
them.

The second Sunday in May is an op-
portunity for each of us to reflect upon
our own upbringing and to offer grati-
tude to the one who has nurtured us
the most, and many of us know first-
hand being a mother is much more
than a biological process. Every day
women who have never given birth be-
come mothers to abandoned, separated
or orphaned children.

Last week, Save the Children un-
veiled their ‘‘State of the World’s
Mother 2002’’ report. The report was as-
sembled to assess the state of mothers
and children in the volatile regions of
war and conflict. The findings of this
report are particularly pertinent given
our Nation’s war on terrorism.

After 23 years of conflict, Afghani-
stan is slowly recovering with assist-
ance from governments and humani-
tarian agencies such as Save the Chil-
dren. Specifically, the report tells us
that investing in mothers is one of the
most effective ways to help post-con-
flict societies achieve reconciliation
and move forward.

Often after enduring years of destruc-
tion and chaos, women step up to play
highly constructive roles as peace-
makers and rebuilders. In Afghanistan,
we know that reconstruction largely
depends upon the reintegration of
women in that society. For this reason,
in December Congress passed the Af-
ghan Women and Children Relief Act
into law. This law will provide vital
educational and health care assistance
to women and to children in that re-
gion.

The need for increased aid to war-
torn Nations, the majority of which are
in the developing world, is clear. Moth-
ers and children in these regions are in-

deed at great risk of death, disease, dis-
placement and exploitation; and be-
cause of those factors, the cycle of dif-
ficulty goes from one generation to the
next.

The United States does not fare as
badly as the developing world in terms
of maternal health; but our country
has its own set of problems, which in-
cludes high rates of violence against
women. This epidemic, perpetrated
against 31 percent of American women,
is undeniably a serious concern; and
while domestic violence is a criminal
justice issue, it is really at its core a
matter of public health.

Women experience 85 percent of vio-
lent victimizations; and each year at
least 6 percent of all pregnant women,
about 240,000, are battered by the men
in their lives. This battering leads to
complications of pregnancy, including
low weight gain, anemia, infections,
first and second trimester bleeding. So
domestic violence poses a considerable
threat to maternal health.

To combat this problem, I have intro-
duced the Domestic Violence Vaccining
and Treatment Act, which would dra-
matically increase the scale of inter-
vention and prevention efforts. My leg-
islation would urge every health care
provider to screen women over age 18
for domestic violence. In the confiden-
tial environment of a doctor’s office,
health care professionals would serve
as a bridge between the patient and the
criminal justice system.

Specifically, my bill would provide
health care professionals with the
training needed to assess women for
signs and symptoms of abuse and then
to supply her with adequate treatment
and referrals. This routine verbal
screening for domestic violence, fairly
straightforward and simple procedure,
would unlock options a woman may
not otherwise pursue and allow her to
see that shelter and advocacy services
may be useful to her.

We know that battered women com-
prise up to 30 percent of ambulatory
care patients, but only one in 20 is cor-
rectly identified as such, and I hope my
legislation will help in clearly identi-
fying victims of violence in order to
pinpoint the perpetrator and to end the
cycle of abuse.

Another goal of the legislation is to
identify problems before they escalate
to prevent in the long term this cycle
of domestic violence from repeating
itself from one generation to the next.
As we well know, a child’s survival is
largely dependent upon the health and
well-being of his or her mother or care-
taker.

So this Mother’s Day, let us bear in
mind the vital role that women play in
creating a peaceful and prosperous
world for all children. As I have point-
ed out, this statement rings true not
only for mothers in our country but for
mothers living in developing countries
around this world.

Women hold families together.
Therefore, women hold communities
and whole Nations together; and thus,

mothers are a crucial link in the liveli-
hood and survival of our Nation’s fu-
ture as well as the future of the world
as a whole.

f

b 1600

RELIGIOUS LEADERS OPPOSE THE
SPREAD OF GAMBLING

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BROWN of South Carolina). Under a pre-
vious order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, this week
220 religious leaders across the spec-
trum signed an open letter to this Con-
gress and to the Bush administration
calling on the Nation’s leaders to op-
pose the further spread of gambling.

The signers are across the spectrum
of the religious views in this country.
It is time, Mr. Speaker, for the country
to address the devastation that gam-
bling has wrought on our children, our
families, communities and Nation, is
what they wrote.

Mr. Speaker, I want to emphasize the
significance of this letter. This is not a
message from political leaders, this is
not a message from business or labor,
this is not a message from many of the
usual interest groups that express their
views here every day. Rather, it is a
message from our Nation’s moral and
spiritual leaders. Not often do so many
religious leaders from such broad per-
spectives speak out on any issue. But
when they do, it is noteworthy.

Recall the issues of slavery, the civil
rights movement, elderly and child
poverty, the dangers of communism,
South African apartheid, famine and
humanitarian issues throughout the
world. All these issues commanded the
attention of the Nation’s spiritual
leaders. The incredible spread of gam-
bling is also a call to arms for our Na-
tion’s faith communities.

Why are so many in the religious
community so alarmed? Legalized
gambling, once relegated to a few areas
of the country, continues to spread at
an alarming rate, so quickly that soon
almost every American will be within
driving distance of a casino. Gambling
expansion has swept the Nation, with
revenues jumping from about $1 billion
in 1980 to well over $50 billion today.
That means Americans lose on average
of $137 million every day of the year
from gambling. Let me say that again:
Americans lose on the average $137 mil-
lion every day of the year from gam-
bling.

In short, while the explosion of var-
ious forms of gambling across America
has generated revenue for States and
for the gambling industry, it has left in
its wake human misery that is only
now beginning to be understood. This
misery ends up costing the States more
than they receive and creates a vicious
cycle as the need for social services
dramatically increases. Whether a
State lottery, a casino or a ‘‘cruise to
nowhere,’’ gambling is a losing bet for
funding legitimate social needs.
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Yet in State after State the gambling

industry pours money into the coffers
of political campaigns from both polit-
ical parties in hopes of advancing their
interests. The fact that gambling has
not spread further is a tribute to the
tireless efforts of a few grass roots ac-
tivists in the States. These citizen ad-
vocacy efforts, often outspent by rates
of 20 to 1, have held a levy against an
even greater encroachment by the
gambling industry into every commu-
nity in America.

But the gambling industry has an-
other card up its sleeve and has used it
very effectively in the last decade. In-
stead of going through the normal leg-
islative channels, they have ever in-
creasingly circumvented State grass
roots resistance by going through our
Nation’s Native Americans. Indian ca-
sinos are the fastest growing form of
gambling today. Our Federal policy to-
ward our Nation’s first citizens is in a
terrible state. A few tribes have done
very well, and yet nearly 80 percent of
all Native Americans receive nothing
from gambling. Let me repeat: 80 per-
cent receive nothing from gambling.
The vast majority live in areas where
casinos are simply not viable.

What kind of Federal policy rewards
a few people living in population cen-
ters while the rest languish? There is a
casino that operates in California that
actually has one adult member of the
tribe, one member, and thousands of
Native Americans live in our Great
Plains States and receive nothing. De-
fenders of Indian gambling never seem
to talk about this disparity.

What has the spread of gambling
meant for the country? Some 15.4 mil-
lion Americans are already suffering
from problem and pathological gam-
bling, also called gambling addiction,
which is devastating to the individuals
and his or her family. The effects of
this addiction are wide ranging and
often impact many who are not at all
involved with gambling. It is not un-
usual for a gambling addict to end up
in bankruptcy, with a broken family,
and facing criminal charges from his or
her employer. Youth introduced early
to gambling are particularly at a high
risk for gambling addiction. Of the
over 15 million Americans suffering
from problem gambling disorders, over
half, 7.9 million, are adolescents. There
is a tremendous need for prevention.
Unfortunately, there is no money real-
ly for prevention.

Soon, gambling will be in every home
in America with the Internet connec-
tion. More than 850 Internet gambling
sites worldwide had revenues in 1999 of
$1.67 billion, up more than 80 percent
from 1998, according to Christiansen
Capital Advisors, who track the indus-
try. Revenues are expected to top $3
billion by 2002, and the Congress and
the administration have done nothing.

I would hope this Congress and this
administration would reflect on the se-
riousness of this issue. This is not
about a person making a choice to
travel to Las Vegas or Atlantic City

and gamble for recreation. The reality
is that such a choice takes planning
and some time. As gambling spreads
throughout the Nation, there is less
planning, less time, and much more
availability for potential addicts to
gamble.

With all this hard evidence, our Na-
tion’s religious leaders have been
moved to forcibly speak out. They have
demanded that we ‘‘place American
citizens and families ahead of false
promises and hefty political contribu-
tions of the gambling industry and
begin to address this rapidly growing
menace to our national welfare.’’

Who will speak out against the
spread of gambling, the crime, the cor-
ruption, the family breakdown, the sui-
cide the bankruptcy, the exploitation
of the poor? Our Nation’s religious
leaders have spoken out. I would hope
that Congress would speak out. And I
would say to the Bush administration,
your silence on this issue is becoming
deafening. So the Bush administration
should also speak out.

For the poor, the young, the elderly,
the addicts, the families of America,
hopefully, maybe just someone, some-
one will listen and speak out.

Mr. Speaker, I provide for the
RECORD a copy of the letter signed by
these 220 religious leaders and all their
names.
AN OPEN LETTER FROM 220 RELIGIOUS LEAD-

ERS TO THE PRESIDENT AND CONGRESS ON
THE SPREAD OF GAMBLING

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: We, the under-
signed, represent a variety of faith perspec-
tives and religious beliefs. We hold differing
convictions regarding many of the most
prominent issues of our day. Yet we are
united in our opposition to legalized gam-
bling. We believe it to be a moral and cul-
tural cancer. Therefore, we respectfully urge
Congress to begin to address the devastation
that gambling has wrought on our children,
families, communities and nation. Consider
just the following sampling of gambling’s
toll on America’s citizenry:

Gambling exploits those with the fewest fi-
nancial resources, as both a multitude of
studies and our own experiences in our indi-
vidual communities readily confirm. A few
months ago we were inundated with glowing
press accounts of the Powerball winner from
Kentucky who gambled part of his unem-
ployment check to attain the jackpot. How
many tens of thousands of others in similar
circumstances squandered their meager in-
come chasing this state-sponsored fantasy
and wound up without enough money to pay
the rent or put food on the table? According
to the National Gambling Impact Study
Commission (NGISC), individuals earning
less than $10,000 per year spend more on lot-
tery tickets every year than any other in-
come group.

Each of us—and the faith communities we
represent—could provide countless stories of
families shattered by gambling addiction.
We are often the ones forced to pick up the
pieces of lives ripped apart by divorce and
domestic violence. According to a survey by
the NGISC, gambling has been responsible,
in whole or in part, for more than 2 million
divorces in recent years. Child abuse and ne-
glect are other effluents of gambling’s explo-
sive growth. In addition, research indicates
that children of gambling addicts do more
poorly in school, experience more behavioral
problems, and are more susceptible to gam-
bling addiction themselves.

The gambling boom has made our commu-
nities more dangerous places to live. Gam-
bling operations attract crime, and they cre-
ate new criminals out of otherwise law-abid-
ing citizens. Studies confirm that more than
half of gambling addicts will engage in ille-
gal activities—everything from embezzle-
ment to armed robbery—to fund their com-
pulsion to gamble.

Gambling has subverted the rightful role of
government as protectorate of the people.
Casinos in particular have bought favors
with politicians at all levels, thus enabling
them to spread their poison product into
even more communities. In the most recent
election, gambling interests lavished $10.9
million on candidates and parties at the fed-
eral level alone. That does not include the
multi-millions spent on lobbying, nor does it
take into account that gambling interests
have become the single most powerful force
in a number of state governments. All of this
influence comes at a terrible price that is
paid for by the gambling industry’s mul-
titude of victims.

The rapid increase in legal gambling op-
portunities has created a concomitant boom
in the number of gambling addicts. Accord-
ing to the NGISC, more than 15 million
Americans struggle with a significant gam-
bling problem—and the repercussions are
often profound. Perhaps no single statistic
better reveals the depth of despair associated
with gambling addiction than this: One in
five of those who become addicted to gam-
bling will attempt to take his or her own
life.

Legal gambling operations entice teen-
agers to delve into this dangerous activity.
Many become trapped. Studies show that the
rate of gambling problems among adoles-
cents is dramatically higher than that for
adults. Hundreds of thousands of teens regu-
larly access casinos, lotteries, and other
legal betting venues despite age regulations
to the contrary. Further, aggressive and om-
nipresent gambling advertising campaigns
disparage the ethic of work, diligence and
study while bombarding teens with the idea
that gambling is the means to get rich
quick.

Gambling has become a blight on our na-
tion’s cultural landscape. As religious lead-
ers, we see the gambling-induced pain and
devastation among many of those who look
to us for spiritual guidance. Thus, we stand
together not only in our concern, but in our
commitment to oppose this predatory and
destructive industry. We call on members of
Congress to place America’s citizens and
families ahead of the false promises and
hefty political contributions of the gambling
industry, and to begin to address this rapidly
growing menace to our national welfare.

Sincerely,
Dr. Mark Bailey, President, Dallas Theo-

logical Seminary.
The Rt. Rev. Charles E. Bennison, Jr.,

Episcopal Diocese of Pennsylvania.
Dr. Ron Black, Executive Director, Gen-

eral Association of General Baptists.
Dr. Bill Bright, Founder and Chairman,

Campus Crusade for Christ.
David Bryant, Chairman, America’s Na-

tional Prayer Committee.
Commissioner John Busby, National Com-

mander, The Salvation Army.
Dr. Gaylen J. Byker, President, Calvin Col-

lege.
Tony Campolo, Ph.D., President, The

Evangelical Association for the Promotion
of Education.

Dr. Judson Carlberg, President, Gordon
College.

Dr. Morris H. Chapman, President & CEO,
Southern Baptist Convention, Executive
Committee.

Charles W. Colson, Chairman of the Board,
Prison Fellowship Ministries.
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Dr. Clyde Cook, President, Biola Univer-

sity and Talbot School of Theology.
Kenneth L. Connor, President, Family Re-

search Council.
Dr. James C. Dobson, President, Focus on

the Family.
David H. Engelhard, General Secretary,

Christian Reformed Church in North Amer-
ica.

Dr. Tony Evans, President, The Urban Al-
ternative.

Reverend Jeff Farmer, President, Open
Bible Churches.

Bruce L. Fister, Lt. Gen. USAF (Ret.), Ex-
ecutive Director, Officers’ Christian Fellow-
ship.

Leighton Ford, President, Leighton Ford
Ministries.

Dr. Stan D. Gaede, President, Westmont
College.

Rev. Dr. Thomas W. Gillespie, President,
Princeton Theological Seminary.

William Graham, Acting Dean, Harvard Di-
vinity School.

The Rt. Rev. J. Clark Grew II, Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of Ohio.

Bishop Susan W. Hassinger, United Meth-
odist Church, Boston Area.

Rev. Paul Hirschy, Bishop, Church of the
United Brethren in Christ, USA.

Dr. David W. Holdren, General Super-
intendent, The Wesleyan Church.

Clyde M. Hughes, Bishop, International
Pentecostal Church of Christ.

L. Gregory Jones, Dean and Professor of
Theology, Duke Divinity School.

Rev. Dr. Walter C. Kaiser, President, Gor-
don-Conwell Theological Seminary.

Rabbi Benjamin Kamenetzky, Executive
Director, Yeshiva of South Shore.

D. James Kennedy, Ph.D., Senior Minister,
Coral Ridge Presbyterian Church.

Clifton Kirkpatrick, State Clerk of the
General Assembly, Presbyterian Church
(U.S.A.).

Dr. Richard Land, President, Ethics and
Religious Liberty, Commission of the SBC.

Rabbi Abraham S. Lefkowitz, Chaplain,
Nassau County Police Department.

Dr. Duane Litfin, President, Wheaton Col-
lege.

Max Lucado, Senior Minister, Oak Hills
Church of Christ.

Bishop Joel N. Martinez, United Methodist
Church, San Antonio Area.

Bishop Felton E. May, United Methodist
Church, Washington, D.C. Area.

Dr. James Merritt, President, Southern
Baptist Convention.

Dr. Kenneth M. Meyer, Chancellor, Trinity
Evangelical Divinity School.

Dr. R. Albert Mohler, Jr., President,
Southern Baptist Theological Seminary.

Dr. Richard J. Mouw, President, Fuller
Theological Seminary.

Harold Myra, Executive Chairman, Christi-
anity Today International.

Father Richard John Neuhaus, President,
Institute on Religion and Public Life.

Dr. John M. Perkins, Chairman, Christian
Community Development Association.

Glenn Plummer, Chairman, National Reli-
gious Broadcasters.

The Rt. Reverend F. Neff Powell, Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of Southern Virginia.

Dennis Rainey, Executive Director, Family
Life.

Sandy Rios, President, Concerned Women
for America.

Adrian Rogers, Senior Pastor, Bellevue
Baptist Church.

Dr. Rex M. Rogers, President, Cornerstone
University.

Rt. Rev. Catherine S. Roskam, Bishop Suf-
fragan of New York.

Bruce Ryskamp, President and CEO,
Zondervan.

Dr. Emanuel Sandberg, Executive Director,
The Brethren Church.

Bishop Beverly J. Shamana, United Meth-
odist Church, San Francisco Area.

Dr. Dal Shealy, President/CEO, Fellowship
of Christian Athletes.

Ronald J. Sider, President, Evangelicals
for Social Action.

Charles W. Smith, Sr. Pastor, Calvary
Chapel.

Sister Lucille Souza, MSC, Mother Cabrini
High School.

David Stevens, MD, Executive Director,
Christian Medical Association.

Dr. Thomas Trask, General Super-
intendent, General Council of the Assemblies
of God.

Miroslav Volf, Professor, Yale University.
Rev. Jim Wallis, Editor-in-Chief, Sojourn-

ers.
Donald E. Wildemon, President American

Family Association.
Dr. Edward W. Williamson, General Super-

intendent, Evangelical Methodist Church,
International Headquarters.

Jim Winkler, General Secretary, United
Methodist Church, General Board of Church
and Society.

Ravi K. Zacharias, President, Inter-
national Ministries.

ADDITIONAL SIGNATORIES TO THE ‘‘OPEN
LETTER TO THE PRESIDENT AND CONGRESS’’
The Rt. Rev. Keith L. Ackerman, Bishop,

Diocese of Quincy (IL).
Howard Ahmanson, President, Fieldstead

& Co.
Robert T. Allen, President, National Asso-

ciation of Evangelicals—Arizona.
Dr. A.J. Anglin, President, Trinity Chris-

tian College.
Dr. Jay A. Barber, President, Warner Pa-

cific College.
Dr. James Barnes, President, Indiana Wes-

leyan University.
Rev. Dr. Peter B. Barnes, Senior Pastor,

First Presbyterian Church (Boulder, CO).
Dr. Philip J. Baur, Interim President,

Bethel Seminary of the East.
Dr. Timothy F. George, President, Samford

University.
Michael Glenn, Executive Vice President,

National Religious Broadcasters Association.
J. Gary Glosten, Bishop Suffragan, Epis-

copal Diocese of North Carolina.
William T. Greig II, Chairperson, Gospel

Light Publishing.
Doris W. Greig, Chairperson, Gospel Light

Publications.
Wayne Grudem, Ph.D., Research Professor

of Bible and Theology, Phoenix Seminary,
Past President, Evangelical Theological So-
ciety.

Dr. David J. Gyertson, President, Taylor
University.

Pastor Matthew Heard, Senior Pastor,
Woodmen Valley Chapel.

The Rt. Rev. Henry N. Parsley, Jr., Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of Alabama.

Bishop Gregory Palmer, Iowa Conference,
United Methodist Church.

Joe E. Pennel, Jr., Bishop, Virginia Con-
ference of United Methodist Church.

Randy Pope, Pastor, Perimeter Church.
Tom Prichard, President, Minnesota Fam-

ily Council.
Dr. Paul A. Rader, President, Asbury Col-

lege.
Stephen W. Reed, General Counsel, Focus

on the Family.
Larry D. Robertson, Ph.D., State Evan-

gelism Specialist, Tennessee Baptist Conven-
tion.

Dr. LeVon Balzer, President, John Brown
University.

The Rt. Reverend David C. Bane, Jr.,
Bishop, Episcopal Diocese of Southern Vir-
ginia.

Dr. Gayle D. Beebe, President, Spring
Arbor University.

Bobbi Biehl, President, Masterplanning
Group International.

Bishop Bruce Blake, United Methodist
Church, Oklahoma Area.

Richard Bott, Sr., President, Bott Radio
Network.

Robert H. Brindle, Consultant to churches.
Reverend R.O. and Elsa Prince Broehuizen,

Pastor (Holland, MI).
Rev. Edison G. Brooker, Pastor, Rotonda

West Community Church, Chairman, Na-
tional Association of Evangelicals—Florida.

Bishop Warner H. Brown Jr., United Meth-
odist Church Denver Area.

Dr. Homer Heater, Jr., President, Capital
Bible Seminary.

Dr. Kenneth S. Hemphill, President,
Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary.

Donald Paul Hodel, Former Reagan Cabi-
net Officer.

Dr. E. Douglas Hodo, President, Houston
Baptist University.

Bishop John L. Hopkins, United Methodist
Church, Minnesota Area.

The Rt. Rev. Barry Howe, Bishop, Epis-
copal Diocese of West Missouri.

John W. Howe, Bishop, The Episcopal Dio-
cese of Central Florida.

Bishop William W. Hutchinson, United
Methodist Church, Louisiana Area.

Bishop Neil L. Irons, United Methodist
Church, Harrisburg Area.

Bishop S. Clifton Ives, United Methodist
Church, West Virginia Area.

Dr. David J. Robinson, President, Houston
Graduate School of Theology.

Dr. William P. Robinson, President, Whit-
worth College.

Thomas E. Rogeberg, Executive Vice Presi-
dent, Coral Ridge Ministries Media, Inc.

Bishop Edward L. Salmon, Diocese of
South Carolina.

Bishop William J. Salmon, Diocese of
South Carolina.

Dr. Rick Scarborough, President, Vision
America.

Rick Schatz, President, & CEO, National
Coalition for the Protection of Children and
Families.

Reverend Dale Schlafer, President, and
Founder, Center for World Revival and
Awakening.

Alan E. Sears, President,, Alliance Defense
Fund.

Don Schmierer, Program Officer,
Fieldstead & Company.

Dr. George K. Brushaber, President, Bethel
College and Seminary.

Dr. Jerry Cain, President, Judson College.
Bishop Kenneth L. Carder, United Meth-

odist Church, Mississippi Area.
Dr. John L. Carson, President, Erskine

College.
Lt. Gen. Patrick P. Caruana (USAF Ret.),

Board Member, Focus on the Family.
Dr. Daniel Chamberlain, President, Hough-

ton College.
Bishop Ray W. Chamberlain Jr., United

Methodist Church, Houston Area.
Bishop Ben R. Chamness, Central Texas

Conference of the United Methodist Church.
Dr. Bryan Chapell, President, Covenant

Theological Seminary.
Rev. Clifford R. Christensen, Conference

Minister Conservative, Congregational
Christian Conference.

Glen A. Land, Director of Missions and
Evangelism, Minnesota-Wisconsin Baptist
Convention.

Dr. Luciano Jaramillo, IBS–Latin Amer-
ica, Executive Director, IBS–US, Hispanic
Ministries Director.

The Rt. Rev. Stephen H. Jecko, Diocese of
Florida.

Jonathan D. Keaton, Bishop, East Ohio
Conference of the United Methodist Church.

Dr. Keith P. Keeran, President, Kentucky
Christian College.
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Church, Pittsburgh Area.
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tion for the Protection of Children and Fam-
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The Rt. Reverend John-David Mercer
Schofield, Bishop, Episcopal Diocese of San
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Bishop Ann B. Sherer, United Methodist
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Rt. Rev. Richard L. Shimpfky, Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of El Camino Real.
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dent, North American Mission Board, SBC.

Bishop C. Joseph Sprague, United Meth-
odist Church, Chicago Area.

Tim Stafford, Senior Writer, Christianity
Today Magazine.

James R. Stuck, Bishop, Indiana-Kentucky
Synod Evangelical Lutheran Church in
America.

Dr. Lee Snyder, President, Bluffton Col-
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Dr. Richard L. Spindle, President,
MidAmerica Nazarene University.

Peter Sprigg, Senior Director of Culture
Studies, Family Research Council.

David E. Clippard, Associate Executive Di-
rector, Baptist General Convention of Okla-
homa.

Charles W. Colson, Chairman of the Board
Prison Fellowship Ministries—Washington,
D.C.

Dr. Paul R. Corts, President, Palm Beach
Atlantic College.

Dr. William Crothers, President, North-
eastern Seminary.

Rt. Rev. Clifton Daniel, III, Bishop, Dio-
cese of East Carolina.

Glenn DeMots, President, Bethany Chris-
tian Services.

Bishop William W. Dew Jr., United Meth-
odist Church, Phoenix, Area.

Dr. Dennis H. Dirks, Dean, Talbot School
of Theology at Biola University.

Dr. Davis S. Dockery, President, Union
University.

Dr. Joseph L. Lapp, President, Eastern
Mennonite University.

The Rt. Rev. Edward L. Lee, Jr., Bishop,
Diocese of Western Michigan.

Edwin M. Leidel, Bishop of Eastern Michi-
gan.

Dr. Daniel Lockwood, President,
Multinomah Biblical Seminary.

Ernest S. Lyght, Bishop, The New York
Annual Conference, The United Methodist
Church.

Dr. Kevin Mannoia, Dean, C.P. Haggard
School of Theology, Azusa Pacific Univer-
sity.

Colby M. May, Esq., Director, Office of
Government Affairs, American Center for
Law and Justice.

Dr. Kenneth M. Meyer, Chancellor, Trinity
Evangelical Divinity School.

Bishop Rodney R. Michel, Garden City, NY.
Dr. Vinson Synan, Dean, School of Divin-

ity, Regent University.
Dr. C. Pat Taylor, President, Southwest

Baptist College.
The Rt. Reverend Douglas E. Theuner,

Bishop, Episcopal Diocese of New Hampshire.
Dr. David Tiede, President, Luther Semi-

nary.
Dr. Al Truesdale, Interim President, East-

ern Nazarene College.
Paul Tshimihamba, Associate Pastor, First

Presbyterian Church (Berkeley, CA).

Rt. Reverend Franklin D. Turner, Bishop
Suffragan of Pennsylvania.

Forrest L. Turpen, Executive Director,
Christian Educators Association Inter-
national.

John Tusant, Executive Director, The
Greater Spokane Association of
Evangelicals.

The Reverend David A. Donges, Bishop,
Evangelical Lutheran Church in America.

Dr. Larry R. Donnithorne, President, Colo-
rado Christian University.

Dr. G. Blair Dowden, President, Hun-
tington College.

Dr. David E. Draper, President,
Winebrenner Theological Seminary.

Ralph W. Dunkin, Bishop, West Virginia-
Western Maryland Synod.

Dr. Maxie D. Dunnam, President, Asbury
Theological Seminary.

Dr. Phillip W. Eaton, President, Seattle
Pacific University.

Bishop Marion Edwards, United Methodist
Church, Raleigh Area.

Dr. Tom Elliff, Pastor, First Southern Bap-
tist Church (Del City, OK).

Bernard J. Evans, General Chairman,
ELIM Fellowship.

Bishop Lee M. Miller, Upstate New York,
SYNOD/ELCA.

State Senator Patricia Miller (IN), The
Confessing Movement within the United
Methodist Church.

Bishop Rhymes H. Moncure, United Meth-
odist Church, Nebraska Area.

Dr. Royce Money, President, Abilene
Christian University.

Dr. Charles W. Moore, President, Northern
Baptist Theological Seminary.

The Rt. Rev. Paul Moore, Retired Bishop,
Episcopal Diocese of New York.

Bishop William W. Morris, United Meth-
odist Church, Nashville Area.

Susan Morrison, Bishop, United Methodist
Church, Albany, New York Episcopal Area.

Rev. Duane Motley, President, New York-
er’s Family Research Foundation, Inc.

Dr. Bruce Murphy, President, North-
western College in Iowa.

Leslee J. Unruh, Founder and President
National Abstinence Clearinghouse.

Dr. Jon Wallace, President, Azusa Pacific
University.

Dr. Charles Wasielewski Sr., International
Moderator, American Evangelical Christian
Churches.

Peter D. Weaver, Bishop, The United Meth-
odist Church, Philadelphia Episcopal Area.

Dr. C. Robert Wetzel, Emmanuel School of
Religion.

Bishop Timothy W. Whitaker, United
Methodist Church, Florida Area.

Dr. John H. White, President, Geneva Col-
lege.

Bishop Woodie W. White, United Methodist
Church, Indiana Area.

Bishop D. Max Whitfield, United Methodist
Church, Northwest Texas/New Mexico Area.

Donald E. Wildmon, President, American
Family Association.

Bishop Robert E. Fannin, North Alabama
Annual Conference, The United Methodist
Church.

Janet Folger, National Director, Center for
Reclaiming America.

Richard J. Foss, Bishop, Fargo, ND.
Jeffrey R. Funk, Executive Director, Hos-

pital Chaplains’ Ministry of America
(HCMA).

Dr. Ira Gallaway, Institute of Religion and
Democracy.

Bishop Elias Galvan, The United Methodist
Church, Seattle, WA.

Albert Mutti, Bishop, United Methodist
Church, Kansas Episcopal Area.

David A. Noebel, President, Summit Min-
istries.

Bishop Alfred L. Norris, United Methodist
Church, Houston Area.

Patrick Ortega, News & Public Affairs Di-
rector, Radio Nueva Vida Network.

Bishop Bruce R. Ough, United Methodist
Church, Ohio West Area.

Dr. Roger Parrott, President, Bellhaven
College.

Dr. G. Craig Williford, President, Denver
Seminary.

Sid Wright, Chief of Staff to the Chairman,
Campus Crusade.

Michael Youssef, Ph.D., President, Leading
The Way Radio and Television.

Dr. Carl E. Zylstra, President, Dordt Col-
lege.

f

NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS
WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to associate myself with the re-
marks made by the gentlewoman from
Indiana (Ms. CARSON) and the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. CAPPS)
relative to Mother’s Day and the role
that mothers play in this country. And
I also take the moment to pay tribute
to both my maternal and paternal
grandmothers, as well as my own dear
mother and my wife for the out-
standing roles that they have all
played in giving to the institution of
motherhood.

Mr. Speaker, for the past 39 years,
the President of the United States has
issued a proclamation calling for the
celebration of Small Business Week. I
rise in support of the Small Business
Administration and the designation of
the week of May 5 through 11, 2002 as
National Small Business Week. This
celebration will honor the estimated 25
million small businesses in America
who have created three out of every
four new jobs and generate the vast
majority of American business innova-
tions.

Small Business Week recognizes out-
standing small business owners for
their personal achievements and con-
tributions to our Nation’s economy.
One outstanding entrepreneur is named
to represent each State as the State’s
Small Business Person of the Year, and
from this group the national Small
Business Person of the Year is chosen.
I am very proud and pleased to be able
to congratulate Ms. Diane
MacWilliams, from my 7th Congres-
sional District of Illinois, who is Presi-
dent of Quicksilver Associates, Incor-
porated, in Chicago, for being our
State’s Small Business Person of the
Year.

Armed with a brand new degree in
fine and applied arts from the Univer-
sity of Illinois, Diane MacWilliams
dove head first into a new career in
graphic arts as a new hire in the audio-
visual department with Arthur Ander-
son & Company. Over time, she per-
fected her skills in photography and
graphic arts and began taking on more
special assignments, including a pro-
motional slide presentation for the
Reading Is Fundamental campaign.
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The acclaim for that production con-
vinced her to take the plunge and in
1976 start her own business, along with
a close friend, who later would become
her husband. Thus was born Quick-
silver Associates, Incorporated.

Diane’s work experience taught her
that there was a real need for creative
outsource corporate audiovisual sup-
port. With this in mind, she started
calling on corporate 500 companies,
such as Quaker Oats, CBS, and Inter-
national Harvester. As a pioneer of
smears, zooms, starbursts, and other
new and innovative graphic techniques,
Quicksilver provided corporate cus-
tomers with the creativity needed to
customize their own business presen-
tations. In 1978, Quicksilver won an
International CLIO Finalist Award for
its promotional piece on International
Harvester’s Scout, a sports utility ve-
hicle apparently ahead of its time.

As a premier audiovisual production
studio, Quicksilver employs approxi-
mately 30 people within its four divi-
sions, New Media, Video Production,
Meeting Production, and Planning and
Creative Services, generates sales of
approximately $4.5 million annually,
and hosts a ‘‘who’s who’’ of corporate
clients that include ABN/AMRO, Blue
Cross/Blue Shield, Household Inter-
national, and United Airlines.

As a founding member and former
President of the Make a Wish Founda-
tion of northern Illinois, Diane re-
ceived the first Fountain of Hope
Award and currently serves on the
Board of Directors of the Make a Wish
Foundation of America. Diane and
Quicksilver also have offered their tal-
ents and resources to help other non-
profit organizations throughout the
year.

So, Mr. Speaker, I am indeed proud
to bring to the attention of America
Diane’s achievements, for it is an ex-
ample of how small businesses can
achieve in America. Small businesses
account for 99.7 percent of America’s
employers. They played a vital role in
helping to bring America out of this
economic downturn. To help create and
ensure America’s small businesses con-
tinue to survive, we must engage all
available resources in facilitating en-
trepreneurship development, providing
low or no interest loans and more tech-
nical assistance to programs for small
businesses.

So, again, I congratulate Ms. Diane
MacWilliams, President of Quicksilver
Associates in Chicago, for being our
State’s Small Business Person of the
Year.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, on

May 7, 2002, I was unavoidably absent
due to the primary election in my dis-
trict. Had I been present I would have
voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall votes 127 and
128.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOYER addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.

f

WELFARE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN) is recognized for 5 min-
utes

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to bring to the attention of my
colleagues the plight of the U.S. off-
shore Territories as it relates to wel-
fare reform and the reauthorization
process currently being undertaken in
the House.

Mr. Speaker, although the U.S. Terri-
tories, Guam, Puerto Rico, and my dis-
trict, the U.S. Virgin Islands, are re-
quired to meet all the TANF require-
ments, they do not have access to all of
the tools that other jurisdictions have
to successfully move people from wel-
fare to work.

Mr. Speaker, the Territories are is-
land jurisdictions, where the ability to
move from one jurisdiction to another
in search of work is just impossible. As
a consequence, in the Virgin Islands,
while our welfare rolls have been low-
ered, we have failed to meet the work
participation rates. Despite the fact
there was no work to send the many
willing participants to, we have been
penalized by fines.

This in itself is unfair, given our spe-
cial circumstances, but also consider
the fact that we do not receive several
other sources of funds that States have
at their disposal to overcome similar
obstacles. We get no supplemental
grant funds, even though our average
dollars per person are extremely low;
and we do not receive contingency
funds, even though we have experi-
enced economic downturns and high
unemployment.

That is why the gentleman from
Guam (Mr. UNDERWOOD) and I have
joined the gentleman from Puerto Rico
(Mr. ACEVEDO-VILÁ) in sponsoring H.R.
4236 to bring parity to the U.S. Terri-
tories as they seek to move their citi-
zens from welfare to work.

b 1615

We will be seeking to have this in-
cluded in a substitute bill. H.R. 4236
would include Puerto Rico, Guam and
the Virgin Islands in the TANF supple-
mental grants for population increases
and exclude this funding from the sec-
tion 1108 cap.

TANF supplemental grants are spe-
cifically intended to assist States, and
it should be territories also, with high-
er than average growth rates and/or
lower than average welfare funding per
poor person. The latter characterizes
my district.

It would also include Puerto Rico,
Guam and the U.S. Virgin Islands in
the TANF contingency fund, and also
exclude this funding from the section

1108 cap. The TANF contingency fund
was intended to assist localities in
times of economic downturns when the
need for family assistance is greater,
evidenced either by significantly high-
er unemployment rates, or significant
increases in the utilization of food
stamps. Both are operative in the U.S.
Virgin Islands, and currently the
TANF contingency fund excludes the
Territories.

H.R. 4236 would also provide Puerto
Rico, Guam, and the U.S. Virgin Is-
lands access to all of the funding
streams under the Child Care Develop-
ment Block Grant and the matching
grant, while excluding this from the
section 1108 cap. These Territories re-
ceive CCDF funding under the general
block grant discretionary funds. How-
ever, they are not authorized to receive
funding under 2 subprograms under en-
titlement grants, the mandatory and
matching funds. Provisions to author-
ize these two funds could provide up to
$70 million for child care if matching
funds requirements were met.

Another area, title IV–E foster care,
we would like to take that out of the
section 1108 cap as well. Title IV–E fos-
ter care is included in the section 1108
cap. As a result, abused and neglected
children in foster care services com-
pete for Federal funds with needy fami-
lies on TANF, poor seniors, and blind
and disabled individuals. This is com-
pounded by the fact that Medicaid is
also under a cap.

We would ask in this bill that the
Territories be reimbursed for providing
transitional medical assistance to
TANF leavers outside of the current
Medicaid cap. States receive reim-
bursement for the medical cost of
TANF recipients while they move into
work. Currently the Territories are not
authorized to participate in this ele-
ment of Medicaid, and even if they
were, because of the Medicaid cap, the
Territories would not be allowed to re-
ceive any reimbursement for these
costs.

If the Territories are expected to
meet the same work requirements as
the States, it is essential that they be
authorized access to receiving similar
Medicaid reimbursements for their
TANF recipients.

Mr. Speaker, I come before this body
because it is important that all of our
colleagues understand the unique
plight of the Territories. We want to
help our constituents make the step
from welfare to work. More than that,
we want to give them a hand up and
out of poverty. I hope that when these
issues are before this body, we will
have the support of our colleagues to
give the Territories parity in the effort
to reauthorize welfare reform and to
give us the tools to make welfare re-
form a real success in our districts.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BROWN of South Carolina). Under a pre-
vious order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. CUMMINGS addressed the House.

His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.

f

GUN AMNESTY ON MOTHER’S DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, Members
are coming to the floor as we approach
Mother’s Day. I am coming as well.
Many mark Mother’s Day in their own
ways, very diverse ways. But if we ask
the mothers of the Nation what would
they most want for Mother’s Day, the
choice of many would be gun safety
legislation to protect their children.
The proof, of course, is that 2 years ago
on Mother’s Day, almost a million
mothers and their families used Moth-
er’s Day to come to their Nation’s cap-
ital to work productively for just such
legislation. We do not yet have the gun
safety legislation for our children these
mothers so desperately wanted, but in
recognition of Mother’s Day this year,
I thought that it would behoove me to
introduce a realistic piece of gun safe-
ty legislation, recognizing that in
many ways this issue has been off the
radar screen, to find a way to put it
back on the national agenda. And so I
have introduced the Nationwide Gun
Back Act of 2002.

Mr. Speaker, hopefully this is the
kind of gun safety legislation everyone
can join in, whether pro or anti so-
called gun control, because this is sim-
ply about how to help people volun-
tarily get illegal guns out of their own
homes, and jurisdictions would, of
course, participate only voluntarily.

My bill would provide $100 million in
Federal funds, a real pittance in our
budget, to allow cities across the
United States, small towns, counties,
to do gun buy-backs of the kind that
were done so successfully just a few
years ago in the District of Columbia
and in other parts of the country.

The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms would evaluate the proposals
and distribute the funds. A jurisdiction
would have to certify that it was capa-
ble of destroying the guns within 30
days of running an amnesty program,
and of being fully capable of con-
ducting such a buy-back program.

Let me tell Members why I think all
Members would want to be for this.
There are throughout this Nation mil-
lions of people who know there are ille-
gal guns in their homes who cannot
come forward to get rid of them with-
out implicating a relative. They fear if
they came forward and said take this
gun out of my house before some rel-
ative uses it on another relative, or
somebody commits suicide, they can-
not come forward without implicating
a son, a daughter, a grandson, and so
they sit there knowing that gun is in
the house and unable to get rid of it.

I want to say to those folks who want
to get that gun out of the home, a gun

illegally there, a gun for which there is
no license, we will buy back the gun,
usually for $50 or $100 to encourage
people to come out.

We did this in the District of Colum-
bia; enormous success. Long lines.
More than 6,000 firearms were turned in
in three buy-backs. Not only did we do
this in the District of Columbia, a
number of other cities across the
United States did the same thing. We
did a kind of pilot program that
showed that it could work. The notion
that there would be hundreds of people
standing in line waiting to give a gun
to the cops is, I think, what all of
America would like to see when it
comes to gun safety for our children.

It is children, as we see, who get hold
of these guns, who want these guns,
who use these guns because that is a
child-like thing to do. We need to get
these guns out of our homes. After
using almost $400,000 in forfeiture
money, some HUD money, we had to
stop collecting the guns because we no
longer had funds to buy back the guns,
for goodness sake, on Mother’s Day.

If we want to do something to keep
youngsters from getting hold of guns,
going into the classroom and shooting
at teachers and students, doing God
knows what with guns, let us find a
noncontroversial way of reducing gun
violence. This, it seems to me, is just
that way. It simply says wherever
Members stand on guns, they are for
guns being only in the hands of those
people authorized to carry them. If a
mother or father sees a gun brought
into their home by a kid, allow that
family member to get rid of that gun.
This is the way that I would celebrate
Mother’s Day.

f

HONORING MOTHER ON MOTHER’S
DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
rise this afternoon to join with my col-
leagues in celebration of Mother’s Day.
I particularly want to celebrate my
mother. Yesterday was election day in
the State of Ohio; and my mother, and
she is going to be angry when I do this,
who will be 81 years old on April 19, ran
for State Central Committee, unop-
posed, won overwhelmingly.

Mom, here is the campaign literature
right here that was sent out on your
behalf.

I want to say that I have a wonderful
mother and I am so pleased to have the
opportunity to celebrate Mother’s Day
with her this coming weekend. She has
been a guiding light and beacon in the
lives of me and my family, not only my
two sisters, one who lives in California
and one who lives in Cleveland, but my
husband’s family as well.

I want to say to Mary Elizabeth
Tubbs, my mom, happy Mother’s Day. I
am counting on you to stand up on be-
half of all of the 21st Senate District as

the Democrat Central Committee
woman in the State of Ohio.

After learning all of these wonderful
things from my mother, I have to take
a moment and say I am pleased to be a
mother as well. Yesterday my man
child, Mervyn LeRoy Jones, II, 18 years
old, and a senior at Shaker Heights
High School said, ‘‘Mom, I have a great
Mother’s Day present for you, but it
will be early.’’

I said, ‘‘What is it?’’
He said, ‘‘I am going to take you to

school.’’
I said, ‘‘That is good. What are we

going to do in school?’’
He said, ‘‘You and I are going to re-

cite poetry together.’’
He knew that I liked poetry a whole

lot. We go to the class, which is poetry
writing, and I have a favorite woman
poet whose name is Mona Lake Jones.
Mona Lake Jones has written a lot of
culturally sensitive poetry, and one
piece is called ‘‘Being the Mother of a
Black Child: It Ain’t No Easy Thing.’’

So my son and I recited this piece of
poetry together. It goes on to say being
the mother of a black child, it ain’t no
easy thing, it makes you call on Jesus,
and listen to the angels sing.

Mervyn and I alternated these versus
together. The topping on my Sunday
was at the end Mervyn said to his
class, I brought my mother to school
today. And he said, ‘‘You know, Mom,
I am not going to have any money on
Sunday, but I knew how much you
liked poetry so this is your Mother’s
Day present; I recited poetry with you
in poetry class.’’

Mr. Speaker, I want to celebrate and
trust that other mothers around this
country have wonderful opportunities
to celebrate Mother’s Day this week-
end. Those whose mothers have passed
on, or whose children have passed on,
step back and remember some of the
great memories and times you had to-
gether, and think about how blessed
you are to have been a mother or a
daughter or son, or to have someone
who cared as much as mothers care for
you.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE ON MOTHER’S
DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I too rise
on this occasion of Mother’s Day week-
end to pay tribute to those who bring
to life and nurture and educate the
children, the families of our commu-
nities and our world, and as my dear
colleague, the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Mrs. JONES) so eloquently stated in
the prior Special Order, when we think
about it, mothers have the most impor-
tant role in the world because they cre-
ate the love that holds, the center that
holds their families together. I think
that their idealism helps inspire the
world every day, not in big measures
always, but in smaller signs of love and
affection.
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There is no more important person in

a child’s life than the mother and fa-
ther. But as this is Mother’s Day week-
end, I think it is important to point
out that for children learning in
schools, the most important factor in
their success is their mother reading to
them at home.

b 1630

As we think about education, which
is on the minds of all the people in our
country, because education is so impor-
tant to the preservation and the ad-
vancement of our democratic way of
life, having an enlightened republic, it
is important to think about the role of
women and education and the role of
this Federal Government in helping
our families educate their children.

We have heard a lot from this admin-
istration about compassionate conserv-
atism. I have really tried to understand
what that term means. But in speaking
about education, maybe it is important
to put on the record, it is important to
have individuals going to schools and
reading to children. I do it myself. It is
important to have mothers reading to
children. It is the most important act
that they can perform for that child in
the home other than feeding them.

But if you look at this Federal Gov-
ernment and this particular Bush ad-
ministration, though the compas-
sionate side comes out when we see pic-
tures in the paper of the President
coming to Michigan, which he just did
this week just north of where I live in
Ohio, or wherever he might go, and
then you look at the bills that come on
this floor such as the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act this year, it
provides no additional assistance for
education of our children around the
country. In fact, the bill that passed
here authorized an expenditure of over
$24 billion for education at the elemen-
tary and secondary levels, but 2 weeks
later when the President’s budget ar-
rived, it was $4 billion short. In other
words, they might be compassionate,
but the conservative side actually does
not allow them to fulfill their prom-
ises.

Broken promises, that is what com-
passionate conservatism is all about.
Frankly, it is all about nothing. Ask
any of our college students across this
country. They graduate on average
today with a debt of nearly $17,000. Our
physicians, when our medical school
students graduate from college, on av-
erage we force them to have a debt load
of over $100,000. How can a young physi-
cian going into practice manage to
have a practice that is profitable while
he or she has to pay that debt at the
same time as they have to buy all this
medical liability insurance, pay for the
building, pay for all of their instru-
ments and the medicines, and so forth.
Think about the burden that we con-
tinue to place on the future of this
country, on our young people.

So as a woman of our country, as a
Congresswoman, as someone who I
think has some mothering instincts of

her own, let me just say probably the
most important thing I can do is to
support the future, and that is to sup-
port our young people at the elemen-
tary and secondary level and at the
college level and to say to the Bush ad-
ministration, compassion is not
enough. Conservatism is not enough.
You have to do something with the
power you have to help nurture and
grow the next generation. And bur-
dening them with debt that they do not
get out from under until they are 40
years old is not the way to build this
country.

Frankly, we ought to have a program
that allows any student, any young
adult in this country that has that
kind of debt to work it off through na-
tional service on the military side or
the civilian side at a rate of $20,000 a
year. We ought to get them out from
under that debt and take care of some
of the needs of this country, whether it
is in our nursing homes, whether it is
in our forests, whether it is in our
inner city schools, whether it is in our
medical clinics, wherever it might be,
that we take this burden off the next
generation so that they can move into
this 21st century and new millennium
in a way that helps advance America’s
cause.

Happy Mother’s Day.
f

NATIONAL CORRECTIONAL
OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRUCCI). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
STRICKLAND) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to honor correctional offi-
cers and employees of correctional fa-
cilities across this country. This past
weekend, correctional officers came
here to Washington to celebrate Na-
tional Correctional Officers and Em-
ployees Week. Awards were presented
to officers whose exceptional service
merited special recognition and
wreaths were laid in memory of fallen
comrades who made the ultimate sac-
rifice while on duty.

Corrections facilities are a critical
component of our criminal justice sys-
tem. We rely on correctional facilities
to do just that, correct the errant be-
havior of certain members of our soci-
ety. But a facility comprises more than
just a building. It is also made up of
correctional officers and other correc-
tional personnel who are all highly
trained to work in a challenging and
often dangerous environment. I worked
for many years as a psychologist at a
maximum security prison in Ohio, and
the respect that I gained from my co-
workers during that time is enormous.

Correctional officers are public serv-
ants. Most of the officers I know give
back to their communities in countless
ways. Most recently I was struck by
the sense of community exhibited by
correctional officers in New York City.
While that city was undergoing untold

turmoil in those first 2 weeks following
September 11, correctional officers
worked 20-hour days lending their aid
in the makeshift morgue and helping
to coordinate the massive logistical ef-
fort of keeping the lines of communica-
tion open in Lower Manhattan. What
we saw in New York is typical of all
correctional officers, and I would urge
all of my colleagues to recognize cor-
rectional officers and employees by
joining me in cosponsoring H. Con. Res.
390, a bill that was introduced by the
cochairmen of the Congressional Cor-
rectional Officers Caucus to urge the
President to establish a National Cor-
rectional Officers and Employees Week
so that all Americans can join us in
honoring these very worthy individuals
who contribute so much to our society.

f

RESULTS OF CODEL TO ISRAEL
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. DEUTSCH) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, this
weekend three of my colleagues and I
traveled to the State of Israel. We had
several purposes for the visit. One was
a show of solidarity with the Israeli
people in terms of what has been going
on. We visited a number of victims of
terrorist acts, including American citi-
zens, spent time with some families
who had lost loved ones, children, 5-
year-olds, 12-year-olds, 15-year-olds,
again a number of them American citi-
zens. We met with the Prime Minister,
the Foreign Minister, terrorism ex-
perts, the head of intelligence for the
Israeli Army, but I think probably the
most dramatic part of our visit was a
review of a very small collection of
arms that was captured during the re-
cent Israeli incursion.

One thing that American television
press has not given, I think, the Amer-
ican people any sense of is the amount
and the type of weapons that the
Israelis have seized over the last sev-
eral weeks during their incursion. It is
a staggering amount. It was an amount
that if it were placed in this Chamber
from floor to ceiling would more than
fill this Chamber. The weapons are ex-
tensive, mortars, sniper rifles, night vi-
sion glasses, machine guns, weapons
totally outlawed by the Oslo agree-
ments.

But I have a picture here which in
some ways is the most disturbing of
any of the weapons, if they can be
called weapons, that we saw and that
have been captured in the incursion.
This is a suicide or a murder belt, one
of several that we saw and touched and
examined. The belt itself is not a
makeshift belt. It is a manufactured
item. It is clearly manufactured with a
certain degree of technology in the
sense that it is well-sewn and PVC pip-
ing, as you can see, that is stuck inside
of a vest. That was one version. There
are other versions. But I think the
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point of looking at them and the im-
pact is this belt and the weapons that
I described, and I will show some pic-
tures of some of the other weapons
that we saw, this belt was clearly not
made to be put in a museum. This belt
had one purpose, and that purpose was
to kill innocent people.

In fact, of the belts that we saw, had
those belts not been captured, I think
what is clear is that their intended use
would have occurred. And if for no
other reason than stopping the use of
one of those murder weapons, the
Israeli incursion is justified.

I mentioned the belt again because I
think one of the things that the Amer-
ican press has not done enough of is
tell this story. These are mortars
found, again weapons outlawed under
Oslo, weapons that have no use but of-
fensive weapons against Israelis, found
in a number of different locations
throughout the West Bank, in
Ramallah and Jenin, Bethlehem.

Again I am just going to go through
some of these because these are pic-
tures that have not been on American
television up to this point.

Besides the weapons themselves, the
ammunition, just a small sample of the
ammunition from M–16s, from machine
guns. In fact, one of the sickest things
that we saw was a number of buckshot
bullets that we were told the purpose
of them, and there is evidence because
of the forensic evidence of suicide or
murder bombings, is that the buckshot
is actually taken out and the little pel-
lets, the ball bearings are then im-
planted in C–4 to make the weapons
more dangerous.

Again, these are assault rifles, which
also are illegal under the Oslo agree-
ment.

These are machine guns and mortars.
These are rifles that have been modi-

fied for the most horrific use.
Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman

from Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL), who
has taken a leadership role on this
issue and shared the experience of a
witness in terms of the weapons.

Mr. HOEFFEL. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding and want to com-
pliment the gentleman from Florida
for his leadership in standing up for
Israel and the people of Israel and for
helping to organize and really being
the guiding light beyond the trip that
four Members of Congress took to
Israel this past weekend. I was pleased
to join that trip led by the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) and the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH)
and honored to be here tonight to share
some of the findings that we had.

We designed this trip, Mr. Speaker,
to express our solidarity with the peo-
ple of Israel and the government of
Israel in the face of the war of terror
that has faced the people of Israel over
these last few months and even over
these last few decades.
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What has happened recently has been
horrible and is unacceptable, and the

act of terror yesterday is a reminder of
how difficult the situation is and how
the people of Israel face the uncer-
tainty every day, whether they will
face this kind of terror, whether they
will be able to go shopping, whether
they will be able to stand at a bus stop,
whether they will be able to socialize
with friends and family in safety. Too
many times recently the answer has
been that they cannot do that safely.

We feel very strongly that the terror
that has faced Israel must be firmly op-
posed. We heard on our trip from Prime
Minister Sharon that there can be no
compromise with terror. President
Bush has said that there should be zero
tolerance for terror. All four of us, and
I am sure that the whole Congress,
agrees with both of those statements
from those two leaders.

I know those of us on the trip feel
that there cannot be a Yasar Arafat ex-
emption to the ‘‘no tolerance for ter-
ror’’ rule. We need to determine what
we can do as a Nation to help Israel
deal with this challenge and help her in
her undeniable right to defend herself
against acts of terror and to make sure
that we do not set artificial limits or
restraints upon her legitimate right of
self-defense.

Mr. Speaker, let me yield back to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH).
I know that he has other photographs
of some of the illegal weapons that we
inspected, all of which were in viola-
tion of the Oslo Agreements.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, before
the gentleman yields back, I know the
gentleman has some very strong words,
and the first picture I had up was the
murder belts that we reviewed. If the
gentleman could just describe them in
his own words, I think that is helpful
to people.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
be happy to do so. I must say that I
have never seen a more evil thing than
the suicide bombing vest that we in-
spected as part of the seized weapons
and munitions that the Palestinians
have stored illegally in the West Bank.
The vest that we inspected from a dis-
tance looks innocuous. It is a plain
gray, down-filled vest. Close inspection
indicated that it was manufactured in
China with a Western logo. It is called
the Masters Company and the Masters
name is on the vest, obviously intended
for a Western audience. But inside the
vest, a webbing has been sown and
straps that are designed to hold small
pieces of PCV piping, tubing; and the
experts informed us that inside of
those tubes, the suicide bombers place
their C–4 explosives and a collection of
ball bearings. So when the explosion
occurs, it kills the suicide bomber, the
explosive force kills and maims people
around the bomber, and the ball bear-
ings just shred the people that are in
the vicinity of the bomber.

Our delegation met with a former
constituent of mine who is now a resi-
dent of Israel who was the victim of
one of these bombings. Her name is
Gila Weiss. She was stepping onto a

bus at the Jewish market in Jerusalem
when a suicide bomber stepped off and
the vest detonated, killing six people,
wounding 40, including Gila Weiss.
Now, her devastating injuries are just
appalling; but the doctors are confident
that she will have a recovery and hope-
fully regain all of her eyesight that has
been threatened by this explosive blast.
She is pockmarked with shrapnel
marks, but they have all been removed
and the doctors believe she will heal
well.

The most encouraging thing about
this was her spirit, Mr. Speaker. Her
father, my constituent, flew over when
they learned, her parents learned of her
injuries and asked her in the hospital,
‘‘Honey, do you think now it is time for
you to come home?’’ And this brave
woman responded ‘‘Daddy, I am home.’’
And that is the spirit of confidence and
resolve that our delegation found
throughout Israel. It is because of that
spirit that I am confident that the
State of Israel will continue to exist
and to thrive, and I look forward to
giving my full support to that.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s comments.

Before I yield to our next speaker,
what I would like to do is show a cou-
ple of other pictures that have not been
in the American press. I talked about
the weapons seized in the incursions
over the last couple of weeks. There is
a very dramatic incident which, unfor-
tunately, the incident was reported,
but not the scope I think accurately,
and that is the ship Karine A, which
Israeli commandos seized. We have
read about it, but to view it and really
spend at least an hour and a half look-
ing at the weapons and understanding
what they were and the actual oper-
ation was very significant.

These weapons were about $20 million
worth of weapons from Iran. They were
basically off the factory, off the fac-
tory, literally off the factory, bated
with serial numbers and dates. First of
all, 90 percent of the weapons were out-
side of the Oslo Agreement, maybe 95.
They were weapons not for a police
force, but for an army. Beyond mor-
tars. In fact, they included rockets
with explosive charges tied to those
rockets. The equivalent of American
TOW missiles, which are devices used
to attack tanks, to be able to steer the
tanks after they have been shot, so-
phisticated tank mines that were made
out of plastic so they could not be de-
tected by metal detectors. This is a
picture of just some of the mortars.
Again, if one was to fill, it would be
about half of this room, the amount of
weapons that were on that ship. One of
the most disturbing things, and again,
the Karine A incident, our Secretary of
State, Colin Powell, has publicly
talked about the direct connection
with Chairman Arafat in terms of pur-
chasing those weapons and being in-
volved in the shipping of those weap-
ons. Effectively at this point, Chair-
man Arafat does not deny that he tried
to get the weapons in. At this point it
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is not a debatable point about his per-
sonal involvement in bringing in just
these extensive, very extensive weap-
ons from Iran.

But one of the other pictures which
just gives us a sense of what this whole
operation, the Karine A, was about,
this is one of the containers that all of
the weapons were in. All of the weap-
ons on the ship were placed in some
very sophisticated water-tight con-
tainers. In fact, some of the weapons
were modified, some of the larger mor-
tars, or mortar launchers were actually
modified so that they could actually fit
inside of those containers which are
very sophisticated containers. Just a
part of the sophistication, which we
can see sort of on top, is there was a
part of the container that actually had
a balance between air pressure and
water to literally place the containers
at a certain depth in the Mediterra-
nean Sea.

I mean, this is a well thought-out
military action. In fact, there were
buoys with each of the containers so
that they could be picked up by Pales-
tinian Authority operatives in the
Mediterranean Sea. It is a sense of the
scope of what the Israelis are facing.

Mr. Speaker, I yield now to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE), who
I have listened to his words and I do
not believe there is a Member, of the
435 Members in this Chamber, who has
spoken more passionately and more ef-
fectively about the issues that America
and Israel are facing in the Middle
East, or who has been stronger and
more forceful with his words.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding, and I am very
humbled by his words; and I am con-
fident that they are overly generous. If
anyone that might be looking in, Mr.
Speaker, is paying attention at all, one
would observe that Democrats and Re-
publicans, liberals and conservatives,
as we did in the resolution last week,
are truly united in this institution in
our belief in the preservation of the
dream of Israel and our prayer for
peace in the region.

I pray, Mr. Speaker, for the peace of
Jerusalem almost every day. I pray for
the peace not just of the Jewish people
of Jerusalem, but for the Christians
and the Muslims and the people who
profess no particular religious beliefs.
It is against that backdrop that I
grieve with my colleagues today over
the most recent loss of human life.

I think of the time of hope out of
which we come to this place, Mr.
Speaker. We come from several weeks
where suicide bombings had come to an
end, the efforts on the part of the
Israeli military to rend asunder those
who would use terrorist violence, who
would use teenagers with bombs
strapped around their chests as walk-
ing human weapons, targeting young
families on the streets of Israel. We
had seen them on the run, Mr. Speaker.
We had seen evidence of the success of
the Israeli military in their war on ter-
rorism in the region.

Then we moved, with some U.S. pres-
sure and encouragement, into a posture
where the head of the Palestinian Au-
thority was allowed to leave his com-
pound in Ramallah just a matter of
days ago, the Prime Minister of Israel
comes to the United States, and
against this backdrop of hope, vir-
tually as Prime Minister Sharon sits in
the Oval Office, more innocent lives
are lost. Over a dozen dead, dozens in-
jured in two separate terrorist attacks.

Appropriately, the Prime Minister of
Israel ended all discussions of the
peace plan that he brought to our
shores and has returned to see to it
that his people might not be made the
subject of blackmail.

So we rise today in the latest of a se-
ries of Special Orders on this floor, Mr.
Speaker, to state facts for what they
truly are. Let us bring a few facts, if
we can, into the record.

First and foremost, with regard to
the role of the United Nations, let us
understand, as Americans, as people
who are committed since the inception
of Israel’s return to her historic home-
land in 1948, that we are a nation com-
mitted to the territorial integrity and
preservation of the Jewish State of
Israel, that the United Nations is not
similarly motivated, Mr. Speaker.
That in fact, there is extraordinary
evidence of a double standard by the
United Nations. Why, Mr. Speaker, I
would ask rhetorically do we have no
fact-finding missions investigating
massacres performed by Palestinian
extremists? Yet, there is talk in the
United Nations of an investigation into
the so-called Jenin massacre, which,
according to the Boston Globe, has al-
ready been determined to have vir-
tually been a hoax. According to the
Boston Globe, the Palestinian
Authority’s allegations are crumbling
under the weight of eye witness ac-
counts from Palestinian fighters who
participated in the battle and camp
residents who remained in their homes
until the final hours of fighting, all
told journalists that they were allowed
to surrender and evacuate.
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Mr. Speaker, there has been no mas-
sacre in Jenin, and yet the United Na-
tions continues to pursue its one-sided
policies.

Fact number one: The solution lies
not in the United States.

Fact number two: Let us make no
mistake about it, as there are those
even in our own country who would
call on concessions with regard to the
13 Palestinian militants currently held
within the Church of the Nativity, let
us have a fact on the table, Mr. Speak-
er. No other country will accept these
13 Palestinian militants. Yet many in
our own State Department would have
Israel sit down at the table of negoti-
ating and trust with them.

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, I truly believe
that the recent attacks demonstrate
that Israel’s efforts in the war on ter-
rorism are incomplete; that, sadly, be-

cause of pressure from the United
States of America, it appears as
though, based on the two suicide at-
tacks of recent days, that we have
asked our ally to stop a war before it
was over.

So I rise today with my colleague,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
DEUTSCH), and others who we will hear
from to say that America must allow
Israel to complete this operation. We
must allow Israel to remove the ter-
rorist elements from their proximity.
We are in the same position. We are
taking our war against terrorism to
the terrorists, and Israel must be al-
lowed to pursue the terrorists in her
midst.

As I said in the beginning, Mr.
Speaker, I pray for the peace of Jeru-
salem. I ask, as did the Psalmist, that
those who love God would be secure,
that there would be peace within her
walls, security within her citadels. As
the Psalmist goes on to write, ‘‘For the
sake of my brothers and friends, I will
say, peace be within you.’’

I rise today as a Christian conserv-
ative Member of this institution. I rise
to speak humbly on behalf of, Mr.
Speaker, millions of my brothers in the
Christian faith, and sisters, who share
the passion that my colleague associ-
ated with me does.

They are people who on Sunday
morning and Sunday night and
Wednesday night fill the pews of little
buckboard churches that dot the land-
scape of districts just like mine in the
heartland of America, and they are
people who have a passion for the
dream that is Israel.

So let there be no mistake to those
who would observe among our col-
leagues and to the wider world that
this is a Congress that is united across
the lines of geography, across the lines
of partisanship, and even across the
lines of faith to come alongside our
partner, our ally, and our friend in her
darkest hour.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Again, Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the comments of the gen-
tleman from Indiana. I really have
learned a lot from the several state-
ments he has made over the last couple
of weeks.

Those of us who left to go on this trip
literally left as soon as we took the
vote last Thursday in support of Israel,
in solidarity with Israel, but also spe-
cifically in understanding what the
Israeli government is doing in terms of
its military operation.

As the gentleman will recall, and as
people watching might very well recall,
it was a debate in this Chamber. It was
an overwhelming support. Over 90 per-
cent or about 90 percent of the Mem-
bers that voted, voted in support of
that effort.

I can tell the Members a couple of
things. First off, we delivered copies of
that resolution to victims in hospitals,
to the Prime Minister, to families who
had lost loved ones. I can tell Members
that it meant a great deal to them that
they are not alone, that there is a con-
nection between the United States and
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the people of the United States and the
people of Israel; that we should do as
much as we can do to make that real,
because unfortunately, they do feel
alone.

I sat through really the entire debate
last Thursday, and again, generally we
do not sit through entire debates, but I
wanted to hear my colleagues who were
speaking against the resolution. It was
a disturbing afternoon.

One of the things that we have talked
about is I would welcome any of my
colleagues in a discourse, because as
the gentleman knows, our debates are
not really debates, they are state-
ments. They are very difficult. In this
setting we can have discourse. I would
hope that any of those colleagues
would join us this evening and enter
into a discourse about some of the
statements that they made.

I would also offer to those colleagues,
and we have done it before in this
Chamber, an Oxford-style debate for
them in a discourse way to try to de-
fend some of those positions. Some of
those positions, again, I found dis-
turbing, shocking, and ignorant.

I will mention one, and there is no
reason to mention a Member’s name.
One of the Members in this Chamber
actually stood at this podium and put
up two pictures of two young girls, a
young girl who was a suicide bomber
about 19 years old and a young girl who
was killed by that suicide bomber.

We saw the supermarket where that
incident occurred. I cannot think of
many sicker, more immoral compari-
sons than was delivered right at this
podium less than a week ago. I would
ask my colleague just to share
thoughts that he had during that de-
bate, as well.

Mr. PENCE. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, Mr. Speaker, I want
to congratulate the gentleman and my
other colleagues who were able to
make the trip over the weekend to
Israel. I am very moved, as I am sure
anyone is that is watching, to hear
that the pronouncements of this insti-
tution were a comfort to people who
are suffering the loss of family mem-
bers.

I share the gentleman’s frustration
with what we can only describe as the
moral equivalency that many in this
country and some in this institution
ascribe to this conflict, to either side
in this conflict. It is born, in fairness
to our colleague who posted the pic-
tures, that juxtaposition first appeared
to me on the cover of a prominent
American magazine. Who would ever
have conceived that a sympathetic dis-
play of the photograph of a murderer
and the girl she murdered would be pre-
sented on the cover of an American
magazine as two victims of the conflict
in the Middle East? It was an outrage
to me. I have no doubt that our col-
league who used that display was
prompted by that same national maga-
zine.

But it does, it seems to me, belie
some of the moral confusion in the na-

tional media which has infected some
in this institution. But I must tell the
Members, as a friend and colleague, I
was deeply heartened by what I heard
in that debate, taking it in here and
over the television air waves as I did in
my office that day, by the way that so
many of our colleagues seemed, against
an avalanche of seemingly one-sided
international media, to be still under-
standing how the hearts of the Amer-
ican people resonate for Israel; and, as
the gentleman has said many times on
this floor, about the one-to-one com-
parison between what Israel is doing in
the West bank and what the United
States is doing in the mountains of
southeastern Afghanistan, and perhaps,
as we speak, in northern Pakistan, that
it is a one-to-one comparison. We are
doing the same thing.

As our President stood at this po-
dium days after September 11 and pro-
nounced, ‘‘You are either with the ter-
rorists or you are with us,’’ Israel is
the one Nation on Earth, it seems to
me, that has taken up the mantle and
joined us in the battle against ter-
rorism.

So I share the gentleman’s frustra-
tion with many of our colleagues. I
hope those that are with us listening in
in their offices on this late afternoon
who have a different view will join us
for a colloquy of sorts.

I also want to extol the Members in
both parties in this institution who
were willing to rise against media crit-
icism and distortions and stand and
add their names to that resolution that
the gentleman so movingly says was a
comfort to families.

Mr. DEUTSCH. I would also mention,
Mr. Speaker, just in terms of the dis-
course that occurred, on more than one
occasion last Thursday people men-
tioned the Israeli occupation, almost
inferring that it was a justification for
acts of violence. Obviously, it could
never be a justification for the killing
of innocents. The last incident before
this one that occurred was literally a 5-
year-old girl was shot, murdered, hid-
ing underneath her bed.

I think one of the facts that are im-
portant, that people should under-
stand, is that the Israeli government
offered to end the occupation. That is
what the Camp David Accord was
about, where the Israeli government ef-
fectively offered to give back 98 per-
cent of the West Bank and Gaza, of-
fered to end the occupation. So it is
this demented sort of perspective that
if the occupation causes frustration
and violence, well, the Israeli govern-
ment was willing to end the occupa-
tion, so then why did they not accept
it? It ends up bringing some of those
issues in.

I know the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WEINER) has some very im-
portant statements, but I wanted to
give the gentleman from Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL) an oppor-
tunity to talk, because he was with
some of those people who we passed on
that resolution to. If he could just de-

scribe the interaction, knowing that
the United States Congress had passed
that resolution, and literally giving it
to people, if he can share in his own
words.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL).

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
be happy to. I thank the gentleman for
yielding to me.

The people we met in Israel on the
trip this past weekend all knew about
the resolution that the House had
passed the day before. It was a remark-
able demonstration to me of how much
our actions here in the House are fol-
lowed by the citizens and the govern-
ment of Israel.

Everyone we met with, from Prime
Minister Sharon, Foreign Minister
Peres, Security Minister Landau, to
the Mayor of Jerusalem, to Mikeli the
taxicab driver, all knew and all appre-
ciated the work that was done here last
Thursday on a bipartisan basis by pass-
ing that resolution expressing soli-
darity with Israel and denouncing the
terror.

So I thank the gentleman for the op-
portunity just to once more say that
what happens here is followed in Israel.
They appreciated the solidarity that
we expressed, and there was a strong
feeling of appreciation for what we did.

Mr. DEUTSCH. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WEINER), who I
know over the weekend wanted to join
us, but in fact had activities in his own
community showing solidarity and sup-
port for the State of Israel, and has
worked as hard as any Member in this
Chamber for peace in the Middle East.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Florida for his
statements today and for that kind
compliment, and also for organizing
these opportunities. We frequently in
the House of Representatives are re-
duced to sometimes 2- or 3- or 5-minute
debates on large global issues. This is
now an opportunity, and it is the third
or fourth time we have gathered to
have kind of a reasonable discussion
and back and forth about what are es-
sentially very complex issues.

I want to also offer my thanks to the
gentleman from Indiana who spoke ear-
lier. We also have a tendency some-
times in politics, particularly in this
age of conflict debate, to be overly
morally certain about our position on
things. Sometimes we have debates
about obscure tax policy or tele-
communications policy, and sometimes
we go at it on the floor of this Congress
as if there is no doubt in our mind with
absolute certainty that our position is
correct.

One thing that I would hope we would
be able to agree upon is there is no
moral underpinning for sending one’s
child out to go to a pool hall and then
have them blown to bits by a suicide
bomber. Those 16 young people who
were killed in the latest homicide
bombing, what crime did they commit?
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What political role did they occupy?
What was it that their killing accom-
plished? What form of political debate
is it that was being engaged in when
they were blown to bits while Prime
Minister Sharon was visiting here in
the United States?

There is no moral justification for it.
There are no political ends that they
seek to get that justifies that type of
horror. I would agree with what the
gentleman said, the gentleman from
Florida. The idea that some have em-
braced or even rationalized that type of
activity, saying it is a function of a po-
litical discussion or a political debate,
however feverishly pitched it might be,
over who controls a given piece of real
estate in the Middle East, these are 16
families that are going to be sitting
down to dinner tonight with their
young child missing from the table,
blown to bits by a suicide bomber.

In that context that 350 of our col-
leagues, Democrats and Republicans
from all parts of the country rallying
last week to the cause of the U.S.’s
support for Israel, and it was led,
frankly, by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL), there are very
few things we agree upon in those large
numbers. But among those who argued
against, there were certain myths that
seem to have been repeated on this
floor again and again, and in some
cases they were responded to elo-
quently, and sometimes they were kind
of left out there in the air.

One of them is the myth that some-
how Israel has to just give peace a
chance, that they have not sufficiently
offered opportunities for peace to take
hold in the area. I think, and I have
said before here, we can argue that
Israel has tried every strategy. They
tried the couple of yards at a time, try-
ing to get to the first down marker.
They tried the Oslo process, started in
1993, step-by-step, giving and conceding
more to the Palestinians in terms of
control of territory.

At this time, 97 percent of the terri-
tories are under Palestinian control as
a result of the Oslo process. Border
checkpoints had been eased as a result
of the Oslo process.
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Well, that three yards and a cloud of

dust strategy was tried. What was the
result? More violence; no concessions
when it came to things like not teach-
ing young people in the Palestine terri-
tories to hate Israel; to removing ref-
erence in their textbooks referring to
Israel and Jews as evil entities. So the
Oslo process was tried by the Israelis
and rejected in large measure by the
Palestinians.

Then Camp David, as the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH) mentions.
That to me was kind of like the Hail
Mary pass. Well, let us see what will
happen if we try giving them every-
thing they ask for. Well, that was not
only rejected, but it was met with no
counteroffer on the part of the Pal-
estinians and the largest outburst of
violence called the Second Intifada.

Well, what do we have left? Now we
have plans to get to plans to get to
plans. And those, too, Israel has em-
braced and the Palestinians have not.
We had the Mitchell Plan, very tough
for Israel, telling them to withdraw
from settlements of areas that many
people believe in their heart of hearts
are part of Israel proper. Israel accept-
ed the Mitchell Plan; the Palestinians
refused.

Then you have the Tennant Plan to
get you to the Mitchell Plan. Again, it
requires very tough things of Israel.
Israel said okay, we accept it. It was
CIA Director Tennant here from the
United States, sent on behalf of our
government, who negotiated this plan.
The Palestinians said no to that. We
even had the Chaney Plan to get you to
the Tennant Plan to get you to the
Mitchell Plan. Even this level of
incrementalism Israel chose to accept.
The Palestinians said no because they
refused to do thing one, which was to
stop the violence, stop it for a period of
time, allow negotiations to take place.

So the first myth that came up in the
debate on the floor was that Israel
needs to just give peace a chance and
we in the United States need to step
back, not be as supportive of Israel, be-
cause she has not. Clearly a myth.

The second myth that has emerged
again and again in this debate and it
has seeped into the mainstream media
is that the problems there are a prod-
uct of Prime Minister Sharon’s intrac-
tability; that if it only was not Sharon
and the way he behaves in his bellicose
manner, maybe we would not have all
of these problems.

Well, I would make two points about
that. One is the Intifada that has start-
ed this violence, that has led to 76 sui-
cide attacks since October of 2000,
started under Prime Minister Barak.
Frankly, he was in for 4 months while
this violence was ratcheted up and
ratcheted up and ratcheted up. No one
could argue that Prime Minister Barak
was so anti-Palestinian, bellicose and
confrontational. He actually lost his
prime ministership because he was too
generous in what he was offering the
Palestinians. Yet that is conveniently
ignored by opponents of Israel today
who want to lay this all at the feet of
Ariel Sharon, with the simplistic ex-
planation of what is going on.

Let us not forget something else. Vir-
tually every corner of Israeli political
life today has articulated support for
Prime Minister Sharon’s efforts to
weed out terrorism wherever it can be
found, essentially has articulated sup-
port for the Bush doctrine, Israeli
style. So the myth that this is a Shar-
on-created problem is just that, a
myth.

A third myth that was repeated again
and again, and I heard it last night on
the news again, is that the Israelis
have used excessive force on the face of
the onslaught of terrorism.

We have as of this morning dropped
one bomb for every member of the
Taliban in Tora Bora. We have un-

leashed a record number of armaments
in that area. We do so because we know
how important it is to do whatever is
necessary to root out the Taliban, to
root out bin Laden and to root out his
henchmen.

The Israelis have made a different de-
cision. They are not flying over the
Palestinian territories, going to
Ramallah and saying there is 44 of
these suicide bombers coming from
Ramallah, we are going to level
Ramallah. They are going house to
house, down dark alleys, and making a
conscious decision to increase the num-
ber of casualties.

Excessive force? If the Israelis really
wanted to root this out in a way that
we have done it in Tora Bora, they
would do it from afar. But they will
not do that. It is not the way they are
as a people and it is not the way they
choose to deal with the Palestinians as
a people either.

So what has happened? Israelis going
door to door with pictures of wanted
terrorists, knocking on the door, try-
ing to find them, and they are getting
killed as a result. Far from excessive
force. The exact opposite. Probably the
most moral execution of a war you can
possibly imagine.

And the standoff that goes on today
at the Church of the Nativity. Can you
imagine, just imagine for a moment,
first of all, the utter contempt of the
terrorists to seek refuge in such a holy
place. But can you imagine any other
country with 13 assassins, suicide
bombers, people who have done harm,
can you imagine for a moment one of
the evil men that attacked my city of
New York, imagine if we knew one of
them was in a local church? Would we
encircle it and wait and wait and wait
until they came out, out of respect for
that church? Probably not. No country
would do that perhaps except for Israel.
Why? Because Israel has been the care-
taker of the religious crossroads of the
world for its entire 44 years with the
utmost respect. Anyone who visits
Israel can attest to that.

If you look at the various places, an
entire government commission was
created, a government agency was cre-
ated just for the purposes of protecting
and ensuring the health and security of
non-Jewish holy sites in the Holy Land
because that is the way Israel chooses
to do it. So this idea that excessive
force has been used is another myth.

And the final myth, and this is the
one that perhaps is a favorite of those
in the media, and the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH) referenced it
earlier, is the notion that we have to
create an environment that the mod-
erate Arab states can help us forge.
Where is this moderate Arab state? Is
it Iran, who tried to export 50 tons, I
believe is the number, of armaments
that cannot only be used against
Israeli citizens, ships and planes, but
just as easily against a United States
ship or plane or people? Is that our
moderate friend?
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How about the Saudis? The Jerry

Lewis of fundraising for suicide bomb-
ers. Are they the moderates that pro-
duced 15 of the 19 suicide bombers? Are
these the people that came to the
United States to meet with our Presi-
dent of the United States and engage in
a front page New York Times lecture
about our moral responsibility? This is
the country, this totalitarian regime
that is run by a few hundred princes
and potentates?

Who are these moderates? Maybe it is
Syria, Hafez Assad, the new head of
Syria? He is an ophthalmologist or an
orthopedist or an orthodontist. I do not
know what he is. He was educated at
the Sorbonne so we start to say maybe
he is going to be the moderate face of
the Middle East. What does he do? He
turns over his government in whole, in
toto, to Hezbollah which continues on
the other front that Israel has, their
northern front, continues to use Leb-
anon as a launching place for more ter-
rorism.

This is another myth that the mod-
erate Arab states will rise up. I will
tell you who is going to rise up. The
people of the Palestinian territories
will rise up and say what the Egyptians
said, what the Jordanians have said,
and what other people who have sought
to make peace have said.

In every case where someone said to
Israel, here is our hand of peace, there
has been peace. The Egyptians decided
through the heroism of Anwar Sadat,
maybe we should learn to get along,
live together. Peace did not take that
long to do.

King Hussein of Jordan made the
same decision. The moment that it
comes that the Palestinian peoples
choose through a nonviolent, through
negotiations that they want a home-
land, that they want an economy that
is not in rubbles, that they want to
peacefully co-exist with Israel, I can
tell you that it will happen in weeks.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
DEUTSCH) correctly points out the oc-
cupation is hardly even an issue any
more. The Israeli people, the Israeli
government say we will negotiate an
end to the occupation in exchange for
peaceful co-existence.

Let us not forget that in the final
analysis, Israel is ringed by Arab na-
tions who fundamentally like the idea
that the Palestinian people are waging
a war against Israel. They are a surro-
gate army. It is the Palestinian people
themselves that have to make the deci-
sion. They say we no longer want lead-
ership that turns over our faith to
Hamas to go blow up children at a pool
hall. We no longer want to turn over
our faith to Yasir Arafat who says no
to an offer of everything simply be-
cause he wants to continue to nego-
tiate or because he does not want
Israel’s right to exist.

When the Palestinian people rise up
and say, you know, my little 5-year-old
girl should not be seeing cartoons on
Palestinian terrorism saying put down
your books, put down your toys and

pick up your guns, when the Pales-
tinian people decide they are not going
to go to protests, holding their 5, 6-
year-old boys and girls on their shoul-
der with mock suicide bombs around
their waists, there will be peace. Until
then it is the United States supporting
a peaceful country of Israel who is try-
ing desperately to do what we have
been doing since September 11; des-
perately trying to survive, trying to
have an environment where they are
not afraid to send their kids to school,
not afraid to send them out for a slice
of pizza, not afraid to send them out to
a pool hall.

I would ask my colleagues how they
would feel in their town and neighbor-
hoods and cities all across this country
if they did not feel comfortable that
they could send their child out for a
slice of pizza without knowing whether
they would be blown up by some person
wearing dynamite laced with nails, ball
bearings and hexagonal nuts. That is
what Israel confronts.

We in this Congress in a magnitude
that is rarely seen around here, 350-
some-odd votes, said we in the United
States understand what Israel con-
fronts, and we stand shoulder to shoul-
der with them.

Mr. DEUTSCH. The gentleman had so
many incredible insights in that state-
ment. I would like to really follow up
on a couple of them.

One, the difference between Anwar
Sadat and Yasser Arafat. Anwar Sadat
not only came to Jerusalem as a peace-
maker, but got on Egyptian television
and told his people why it was in their
interest to have peace with Israel, and
basically led them and educated them
about that.

Yasser Arafat, I am going to read
this quote that he basically said today,
right now. This is the quote. ‘‘But we
ask Allah to grant us martyrdom. To
Jerusalem we march, martyrs by the
million.’’

This is the English translation from
al Jazeera, but the word martyr is
shaheed. And the true translation that
every Palestinian understands by that
word is suicide bomber. Literally sui-
cide bomber. It is the equivalent of
what we would say kamikaze, and we
know what a kamikaze means.
Shaheed, the Palestinians know what
it means. So he said to Jerusalem we
march. Suicide bombers by the mil-
lions. To Jerusalem we march. Suicide
bombers by the millions.

When Yasser Arafat left his com-
pound on May 3, it really is not mar-
tyrs in the millions, the true trans-
lation as Palestinians said the words
and understand the words, suicide
bombers in the millions.

This is just another comment. Let
me see if I can find it.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, while the
gentleman is looking for that, if I
could ask the gentleman to yield for a
moment. One of the things that is im-
portant is we frequently listen to what
Mr. Arafat says to Western television
in English, and then you go read what

he says to his own people in Arabic,
and it is a world of difference. You can
hold a press conference in the United
States for CNN saying this is a terrible
thing that has happened, and then, as
you pointed out, he turns and says in
Arabic something entirely different.

Mr. DEUTSCH. This is from the New
York Times, April 15. This is from
Chairman Arafat’s wife. And I think it
is so strange to us that a mother could
say this, but this is what Yasser Arafat
and his wife are teaching.

‘‘If she had a son, there would be no
greater honor than to sacrifice him for
the Palestinian cause. ‘Would you ex-
pect me or my children to be less patri-
otic and more eager to live than my
countrymen and their father, we who
are seeking martyrdom?’ ’’ And, again,
martyrdom means being a suicide
bomber, a mother of a leader of a
group. And I question whether or not
he is a leader because one of the things
that is interesting in your comments
and one of the things of visiting and
talking to people in Israel, is that as
evil and as awful and as horrific as
Yasser Arafat has been to Israelis, he
has been as bad to his own people. They
have indiscriminately killed Palestin-
ians. They have destroyed an economy.
There is no freedom. There is fear. The
demolishment. And it is a people that
does have a future. But it does not
have a future with Yasser Arafat.

One of the other things, and again,
the gentleman went through a number
of points that I hopefully will be able
to find all the corresponding charts. I
think I have it.

This is our friends, the Saudis. One of
the things about the Israeli incursion
was that not only did they find this in-
credible stash of weapons, but an in-
credible sort of stash of documents,
some of which have been released pub-
licly at this point in time. And unfor-
tunately, again, it is an issue where
the press really has not, I think, talked
about them specifically. And I welcome
people trying to understand and lit-
erally read the documents.

Here is the ad that was put in a Pal-
estinian newspaper asking for people
because the Saudi committee for sup-
port of the Intifada was giving the
equivalent of 5,000 American dollars
per family, per suicide bomber. And lit-
erally an ad in the Palestinian news-
paper, Alhayat Al Jadideh, and lit-
erally just asking them to come to a
certain location for information and a
number of beneficiaries and to come
and sign up, prove that you are a sui-
cide bomber and you will get $5,000
from the Saudis.
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Saudi Committee for the Support of

the Intifada, which the interior min-
ister of the Saudi government is the
head of that committee.

Now, the Saudi government then sent
a letter to that particular organization
and the letter says, ‘‘I remind you that
the house rules of the Saudi Committee
for the Support of the Intifada pro-
hibits publication of the name of the
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committee.’’ So they are not allowed
to publicize the fact that the Saudis
are paying for it.

Included in the documents are a list
of suicide bombers, literally a list
which people at this point is not on the
Internet, but is available in the public
domain, that the Saudi government
pay the $5,000 American literally to
people who were suicide bombers.

So I agree with the gentleman com-
pletely. Is that moderates? Is that who
we can expect? The one mistake I
think in terms of the war on terrorism
that the administration is making is
this attempt to make something that
is not. I think the proofs are the facts
that the Saudis unfortunately are real-
ly not our allies in this war against
global terrorism by their actions and
by their specific deeds.

What I would like to do quickly in
the last minutes is really just put up
on the easel again some of the exten-
sive evidence tying Chairman Arafat
specifically to the terrorist actions.
There has been an attempt by the
President to also make a Yasar Arafat
exemption to the war on terrorism, and
it is a sad and, I think, tragic mistake
of the administration.

The facts are the facts. The truth is
the truth. These are one of several doc-
uments. At this point the Palestinian
authorities are no longer inferring, as
originally they did, that the documents
are hoaxes. These were found by sol-
diers in the hard drives of Arafat’s
compound; and in fact, I spoke with the
parents of a soldier who, in fact, was
one of the soldiers that did, that was
killed, and in the interim, the parents
before, because it was in a different in-
cursion, he was in Ramallah, he ended
up being killed in Jenin, actually
called his parents and explained to
them what he did and by his own words
told me what their son told him. In
fact, he actually got these specific doc-
uments and the young man, 20-year-old
young man, that died.

This particular document, which at
this point again, there is no question
about its authenticity. It is signed by
Chairman Arafat, his signature, and
specifically, it is a request by a senior
Fatah activist in the West Bank for
$2,500 for three known terrorists, ter-
rorists that were on the Israeli’s most
wanted list. In fact, the Israelis were
assassinated because of specific direct
involvement with terrorism, and Chair-
man Arafat signs and approves those
payments.

He does the same in this chart for a
list of 12 known terrorists and again
his signature, which at this point is no
longer refuted in terms of his direct in-
volvement in terms of terrorist acts.

In some ways this is one of the most
disturbing documents found. It is a list
of expenditures by Al Aqsa Martyrs
Brigade, a martyr group, a list of their
specific needs; and as incredible as it
is, we meet every week five to nine, ex-
plosive targets. The squads in the var-
ious areas, five to nine explosive
charges for suicide bombs, for murder

bombers, written by Al Aqsa, to the
Palestinian Authority, in their office
was found and the calculation of how
much they were going to pay them.

It is just not credible that they were
not involved in direct bombings, sui-
cide bombings.

Here is a copy of minutes of a meet-
ing from March 24, 2002, of the Pales-
tinian Authority. Hamas members
were there at the time. So again it is
not credible to say that Chairman
Arafat obviously was at this meeting,
but specifically talking about minutes
from the meeting, talking about the
decisions of where to bomb and why it
was not a good time to bomb because
or where outside the green line or in-
side the green line. General Zinni was
there.

I am going to close because our hour
is just about up, and there are more
things that I can mention or show, but
I think that in closing Israel’s war is
America’s war. Israel does not want to
be in Bethlehem or Nablus or Jenin
anymore than America wants to be in
Afghanistan. They are there because
they have to be there. They have no
choice.

I will not show a chart of it, but
Israel is about 1⁄60th the size of the
United States in population. When 50
Israelis are killed, it is the equivalent
of 9–11. So just yesterday it was almost
the equivalent of one-third of 9–11. We
know how America responded on 9–11,
as we should and as we did and as we
are doing. We cannot ask anything less
of the Israelis.

f

EDUCATION TAX CREDITS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OTTER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. SCHAF-
FER) is recognized for 60 minutes as the
designee of the majority leader.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I want
to spend this leadership hour dis-
cussing in the context of Special Or-
ders the important issue of education
and specifically of education tax cred-
its. There is legislation that I am
working on, preparing for introduction
within the next few weeks and have
been working on that legislation for
some time.

That legislation is supported and en-
joys the assistance of a great number
of our colleagues, growing coalition,
large coalition of Representatives here
in the House and even some over in the
Senate who are firmly convinced that
an education tax credit bill should be
introduced; and to all those who may
be monitoring today’s proceedings and
this discussion on tax credits, I want to
extend an invitation to our colleagues
to join me here on the floor if they
would like to participate in a discus-
sion on this important initiative.

It is an important initiative and one
that really extends beyond the walls of
this House in terms of its appeal and
its scope. There are a great number of
outside organizations, family groups,

taxpayer groups, educational organiza-
tions that are supportive of an effort to
try to get more cash into the American
education system and to do so in a way
that does not discriminate based on the
kind of institution that is providing an
education service or certainly does not
discriminate based on the children and
the choices they have made on where
they might want to attend school.

This is an effort to try to get a mas-
sive cash infusion of funds available to
all children in America, regardless of
the academic setting that they have
chosen in which to learn; and it does so
by essentially cutting government out
of the picture, which is attractive for
some, which is a problem for others, I
understand; but my goal is not to
worry about the comfort of those who
are comfortably employed in the halls
of bureaucracy, dispensing education
cash to children. My goal is quite the
opposite and that is to make children
the primary objective of our education
initiatives in Washington and through-
out the country.

Here is how a tax credit works. It es-
sentially reduces the tax burden on an
American who makes a direct cash con-
tribution to a child who is attempting
to receive a better education. In some
cases, that might be through an orga-
nization which we have referred to in
legislation as an education investment
organization. These groups exist in all
50 States today. Some of them provide
scholarships to low-income children so
that they can attend the school of
their choice.

The other component of the bill
would allow direct cash contributions
to government-owned institution orga-
nization public schools for specific
projects or enrichment programs that
exist at these schools; and once again,
a contribution to an effort of that sort
would result in a reduction in Federal
income tax obligations to the extent of
50 percent in the case of the bill that
has been proposed.

It might be instructive, Mr. Speaker,
to kind of run through how money gets
to children today, and I will refer to
the chart here to my right. At the top,
we have a taxpayer. This represents
any ordinary hardworking American
who is working hard today, having a
portion of his wages confiscated by our
government at the time he received the
paycheck, and of course, in April we
try to get a portion of that back by fil-
ing our tax returns. Americans
throughout the country today are get-
ting a portion of those dollars returned
to them, and these are essentially pay-
ments that they have sent to the gov-
ernment or money that the govern-
ment has taken from them over and
above their actual obligation to pay.

So I want to start there with tax-
payers because nobody likes paying
tax. I do not know too many people
who have ever told me that they enjoy
paying taxes, but as Americans we un-
derstand our obligation to do it. There
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are some legitimate functions of gov-
ernment that are worthwhile and im-
portant and, in fact, essential to main-
tain a sovereign Republic as our coun-
try is, and so we are all consigned to
pay a portion of our earnings to the
Federal Government to maintain those
legitimate functions of government.

Education is certainly an important
function of government, providing an
education system for our children. This
is a function that has been tradition-
ally a State responsibility, but over
the years we see that more and more
education authority has been moved
out of the States and toward Wash-
ington. We saw that take place just
last year with the massive education
reform bill that was passed here in
Congress and signed by the President,
and that was done to try to accomplish
the need of more accountability in edu-
cation across America so that we have
this whole strategy now of national
testing and national accountability
and national rules that try to dictate
more precisely how these dollars will
be spent.

I want to start there because for
many in government that is a perfectly
fine system, this system I am about to
describe; and it works well for some. I
do not believe, however, it works well
for all, and that really is the moti-
vating factor behind tax credit legisla-
tion.

Most Americans are like this guy
right up here. They work hard and they
are willing to send their cash to Wash-
ington and trust us here in govern-
ment, politicians, to divvy up these
funds and establish priorities; and to
the extent that we do a good job of
spreading these dollars across the pri-
orities that tend to coincide with the
attitudes, opinions and beliefs of the
taxpayer, this works perfectly well.

Most Americans are like me; they
tend to think that they are overtaxed.
They tend to think that the govern-
ment wastes too much of their money,
and they tend to think that by the
time a hard-earned dollar paid reaches
the intended purpose of a particular
government program, there is so much
lost in the middle here that there is
not much left at the end; and that is
again what I intend to describe here.

If a taxpayer knew, however, that the
dollars they send for an important pur-
pose, education, for example, really
reached a child, I think people would
be a little less resentful of this system
that exists here; and we might describe
this as kind of a spending funnel, as
dollars come from the taxpayer to gov-
ernment.

They are confiscated, as I mentioned
at the time, right out of Americans’
paychecks. Those dollars are taken in
by the U.S. Treasury. This is where we
find the Internal Revenue Service that
we are all familiar with, especially as
it relates to paying taxes. Then it is
subject to a number of political deci-
sions. This is us here as Members of
Congress, all of us here, politicians. We
come to this floor and decide how to
divvy up taxpayers’ cash.
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A portion of these hard-earned dol-

lars are spent on the U.S. Department
of Education. The Department takes
money and distributes those dollars to
States, primarily. Some of those dol-
lars go directly to local school dis-
tricts, but most of them are distributed
down to the State level. Once those
dollars get to the State level, you have
more politicians, State legislators in
this case, and Governors, who redis-
tribute those funds on a Statewide
basis to programs that they believe to
be important in their States. Once
those politicians are done, a certain
portion of those dollars are spent on
the State Departments of Education.
From the State Department of Edu-
cation, the taxpayers’ money then goes
to school districts throughout the
country.

Most school districts, if not all, are
managed by an elected board of politi-
cians, school board members, and these
politicians then redistribute the tax-
payers’ dollars even further, down to
the various schools that are managed
within a school district. And then once
those dollars are at the school, why
then the principals and the administra-
tors who run the individual schools dis-
tribute those dollars to the student,
way down there at the bottom, who is
pretty happy to receive any attention
and resources with respect to his aca-
demic future.

That is how American education dol-
lars get to students today, within the
context of Federal spending. Again,
hardworking taxpayers send cash to
Washington, on an involuntary basis, I
might add, and those dollars are then
filtered through this entire process of
government agencies, politicians, gov-
ernment agencies, different levels of
government, other politicians, other
agencies in the States, smaller juris-
dictions, being school districts, more
politicians who run school districts,
down to the schools, and finally to the
child.

Now, what is unfortunate about this
picture is that every one of these levels
of bureaucracy and political decision-
making, they actually cost money too.
You see, it costs money to run the De-
partment of the Treasury and the IRS.
So they take their cut and they get
their portion. We here in the Congress,
we have other priorities, and of course
we have to pay for this building, too,
and pay ourselves handsomely for the
hard work we do here. So some of that
money is lost here.

Over at the Department of Edu-
cation, as we have known through the
audits that have been very difficult to
accomplish over the years, some of
that money has just been stolen. Some
of it has been lost over the years.
Things are getting turned around slow-
ly over at the Department, but even
still that is a big agency. They have a
number of very large office buildings
here in Washington and there is a lot of
people who work there, so we have to
pay them, too. And then we have to ac-

count for a certain percentage of those
dollars that are lost due to waste,
fraud and abuse. So the Department
takes its cut, and that is a pretty big
one, by the way.

Then at the State level of course you
have this State process where the
States, in order to administer these
Federal funds, they need a portion of
those dollars, too, because those em-
ployees who exist to redistribute Fed-
eral funds through the States, they
have to be paid, after all. And the poli-
ticians at the State level, they have
priorities of their own also, and so they
skim off a little portion of the money.

The State deputies of education work
very similar to our departments. They
are really embroiled in a lot of record-
keeping and accountability, filing of
reports, and just dealing with all the
red tape of education. That costs
money. So we have to pay for that, and
that comes out of these dollars, too.

Then you find the same at the school
district, because what you have here is
a bunch of people who communicate
with each other. Since these dollars are
distributed through this process up
above, they want to make sure that the
school districts down here at the bot-
tom are spending the dollars the way
these bureaucrats want them to be
spent. So they require all kinds of re-
ports to be filed and accountability re-
quirements and strings and red tape as
well just to make sure the dollars are
being spent the way these people in
these agencies believe it should be
spent. And so you have a lot of people
who fill out a lot of paperwork at the
school district level, and of course they
need to be paid. So there is an expense
associated with that.

So paying for all of that nonsense
comes out of this taxpayer dollar, too.
Same with managing the schools.
There is an accountability chain here
that is pretty intense, with every prin-
cipal filling out reams of paperwork in
order to satisfy the Treasury Depart-
ment, the politicians, the Department
of Education, the State, State politi-
cians, State Department of Education,
school districts and school board mem-
bers that the principal is spending the
dollars correctly. And so you have just
got all this paper running back and
forth, with site inspections too, I
might add.

In order for the Department of Edu-
cation, way up here, to be able to per-
suade us here in the Congress that they
are doing a good job, they send audi-
tors down here to the schools. And
when they show up, the school has to
stop teaching for a while and the ad-
ministrators need to answer all the
questions of the interrogators who
come from the Department of Edu-
cation to make sure the money is being
spent well. And by the time you get
your dollar through this whole process,
all of these agencies have skimmed off
quite a sizable portion, so that the dol-
lar amount that actually reaches the
child is very small.

Once again, this process obviously
makes sense to somebody, because it
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did not occur by accident. It occurred
over many, many years, through a se-
ries of successive votes here on the
House floor. And we here in the House
and over in the Senate and down at the
White House over the years delib-
erately built this system the way we
have it today.

So when we talk about trying to im-
prove it, do not get me wrong, it does
disrupt the comfort level of some peo-
ple who understand this process. There
are people who like this. The kids prob-
ably do not, but there are people who
work in all these agencies, a number of
politicians, our colleagues, who get to
make important decisions on how these
dollars are spent. They like this proc-
ess just fine because it suits them well.

And at the end of the day they be-
lieve in their hearts they are doing
something worthwhile for kids. I can-
not deny that. And I think these are
probably good people who we can find
throughout this process. It is just that,
in my estimation, it is probably not
the best way to get money from the
hardworking taxpayer down to the
needy child who deserves a good edu-
cation.

So in constructing a process by
which we can get more dollars to the
child, and bypass this whole process,
just from a political standpoint we
have come to the conclusion that
changing this very dramatically is not
all that practical. These people all
have lobbyists. They have people who
represent them that stand just outside
the halls of the Congress here, and they
strike up friendships with our col-
leagues here in the House and over on
the Senate side. And when you talk
about changing the way the Depart-
ment works or the way the States work
or the way these school boards work or
the State departments, or even the way
we manage schools, you are in for a po-
litical fight that leaves the child down
there behind and leaves the taxpayer
behind. You get caught up in this
whole mess of bureaucracy. And those
who care about the taxpayer and care
about the child usually lose these bat-
tles.

So I have fought them for years at
the State level and I have fought them
here in Washington, and they are fun
battles to be a part of. They make you
feel good and warm inside, because you
care about the kids, but at the end of
the day this bureaucracy always wins
and it always gets bigger. So my point
being that changing this is a good idea,
something that needs to happen, but
focusing all our attention on this proc-
ess is probably not going to result in
measurable meaningful help to the
child down there. The politics of this
are just too big.

So we have something different in
mind, and that is this tax credit pro-
posal. We did not invent it here in
Washington. I certainly did not, al-
though I am very impressed by the ef-
forts that are taking place throughout
the country in a number of States, be-
cause the States are frustrated with

this, too. So what we have seen in a
handful of States around America is an
effort to bypass this bureaucratic proc-
ess, too, by trying to get these dollars
around this bureaucratic system down
to the child.

That model looks more like this.
Here we have the same taxpayer, way
over there to my right, and those dol-
lars that he is earning come directly to
the child. Now, the way this works is
for every dollar donated to an organi-
zation that benefits students, or do-
nated directly to the child’s school,
that taxpayer will be able to reduce by
a certain degree the amount of money
he sends to Washington through that
other process that I just mentioned.
And that is really all that is behind a
tax credit.

In that other system that I described,
this one here, over the last 25 years, we
have spent $125 billion just this way.
This is how we have done it. And when
taxpayers get frustrated by the huge
amounts of money they have spent and
the less than impressive results they
have received for those expenditures,
this really explains why: $125 billion
spent through this process over the
last 25 years.

And in America children still lan-
guish far behind their international
peers in the areas of math and science.
The racial achievement gap in America
on test scores is actually widening, not
getting smaller. The test scores, ac-
cording to the Nation’s report card, the
National Assessment of Education
Progress, have remained largely stag-
nant over the past 20 years.

So once again, I will acknowledge
and concede that there are many peo-
ple who like this system, who are ap-
preciative of the $125 billion that have
been spent through this process, and
some people are actually satisfied with
the results. I am just a little different,
I guess, and maybe the people that I
represent in my district in Colorado
are as well.

And we are not alone there. I have
traveled all around the country with
our Committee on Education and the
Workforce, as a member of a particular
subcommittee that does research on
education issues. We have traveled to
cities all across America, and I have
heard at stop after stop after stop, in
all of these field hearings, from droves
of parents who are tired of seeing their
tax dollars squandered and having
their children grow up with something
less than an excellent education sys-
tem available for them. What they
want are choices. They want choices to
be able to act like customers in an edu-
cation marketplace.

Now, for many people, choosing the
government-owned school in the neigh-
borhood, the traditional public school,
is all they want. They are content to
move into a neighborhood, call the
school district, the government agency
that runs schools in their area, and ask
them, what school do I send my child
to. And what usually happens is the
school district will say, what is your

address. You give them the address and
they look at a chart of some sort or a
register of addresses and they compare
those addresses to the nearest school
and they say, well, since you live at 123
Smith Street, for example, then you go
to school A. And that is the choice you
get. Many people are content to do
that. They are fine with the notion of
their government dictating their
school for their child based on their ad-
dress.

And for parents who like that sort of
thing and feel comfortable with that
and believe the results are good, I say
great for them. That is a good choice
for them and for their child. And more
power to the parents who want to let
other people make decisions for their
children about what schools they at-
tend. That is great for them. There
ought to be schools for them. Others
would like to choose a different public
school, a different government-owned
institution. Instead of school A in the
neighborhood, they might want an-
other school A in a different neighbor-
hood that is run by the same organiza-
tion but maybe has some different fla-
vor about it, some different emphasis,
perhaps on math or science, or maybe
discipline, maybe sports. It all depends.
If a parent believes that product is in
the best interest of their child, well, by
all means they ought to be able to
choose to send their child to that dif-
ferent academic setting.

And then there are still other parents
who believe that the government-
owned monopoly structure of education
is not for them; that they might want
to send their child to a privately owned
institution, a school that maybe excels
in one area or another; again, maybe
math or science, or maybe it is a
school that has some character quality
about it that defines it. Maybe it is a
religious school, maybe it is a school
that focuses on a foreign language, or
whatever the case may be.

But for them, they are really out in
the cold, to a large extent, because the
money they are paying to this large
government structure is not available
to them when they want to take their
child to a different school that is not
part of the government monopoly. And
that kind of discrimination plays dis-
proportionately on the poor. Because
wealthy people in America can choose
to forego the cash they are sending to
the government and pay even more on
top of that to pay the tuition to send
their child to a nongovernment school,
a private school, or even maybe provide
tutoring or some other academic serv-
ices. But if you are poor, you are pret-
ty much stuck with the option that is
handed to you.

And, again, if it is a good school, that
is a great thing, and I would not want
to tamper with that. But if it is a
school that is failing, then that is a
child that needs to be rescued, frankly.
That is a child that deserves our com-
passion, deserves our support, and de-
serves our attention. And that is what
this discussion is all about and why so
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many people, including our President,
have indicated their unyielding support
for education tax credits.

b 1800

Mr. Speaker, let me give an example
of the way tax credits are working in a
number of States. First, six States
have enacted some form of tax credit
at the State level, and these are gen-
erally for elementary and secondary
education services. Arizona is one,
Minnesota, Iowa, Illinois, Florida, and
Pennsylvania are probably the best ex-
amples. There are several other States,
probably over 30 right now, that are
considering in their legislative sessions
enacting similar legislation.

This is the case in my home State of
Colorado. It is a vigorous debate that is
exciting because it is finally beginning
to focus on children as the most impor-
tant element of education debate, not
as the chart here on the right illus-
trates, all of the education constitu-
encies that tend to be a part of edu-
cation discussions in America today.
This is really true.

When we talk about empowering
States, that threatens the Federal Gov-
ernment and their Department of Edu-
cation. When we talk about moving au-
thority to Washington as Congress did
last year, it threatens States and local
school districts. So we have some of
these conflicts that exist between var-
ious levels of government; and too
often the education debate here in
Washington centers on the relationship
between these institutions and these
bureaucracies.

We need to get away from that. I
think we need to get to a point where
we start measuring fairness by the re-
lationship between children through-
out the country and making sure that
all children are treated fairly. We can
care about the bureaucracy, too. My
point is that should come second. The
children should actually come first. I
know there are Members that believe
that bureaucracies should come first,
and with them I always enjoy having
the debates on the floor. They are even
better when those who want to put the
bureaucracies first are honest and will-
ing to engage in a debate on whether
some union wins or some school build-
ing wins or some administration hap-
pens to win.

But in the end what I have heard
from Americans across the country is
they want to see us begin to talk about
children for a change and what we need
to do to make children become the vic-
tors in an education debate. That is
what these States are accomplishing.
The tax credit initiatives that we have
seen in the States went through these
vigorous debates to begin with. There
were people in government at the State
level that said if you give parents
choice, if you empower children and
give them the ability to shop and
choose the kind of academic setting
that they want to be a part of, that
threatens these government decision-
makers that have made the decisions

for them. These debates have been vig-
orous and public and spectacular at the
State level. Even as some of these tax
credit initiatives were enacted by
States, there was some doubt about
whether or not they would work.

In those States where tax credits
exist, we are beginning to see public
support for what they are achieving as
being quite remarkable. They are win-
ning over public confidence at a pretty
dramatic rate, and they are bringing
people together across partisan lines.
One would think that this is a proposal
that appeals to conservatives as op-
posed to liberals, and throughout the
States we are seeing education tax
credits are appealing to groups that
really do not care about the politics.
They do not care whether these are
proposed by Republicans, which is what
I am, or Democrats, or liberals or con-
servatives. They just want to see Con-
gress finally talking about children for
a change and not the bureaucracy, not
the politics of it.

Here again, once these tax credit pro-
posals are up and running, and we see
these massive cash infusions taking
place into the education systems of
these various States, all of a sudden
people get it because now the poor
child who has been trapped in a bad
school finally has a little bit of liberty
and freedom. They get to attend better
schools, and the schools they leave get
better as well. Just the force of the
marketplace that we see in every other
important industry in America has
been denied, for all intents and pur-
poses where the most important indus-
try is concerned, that being education;
but in these States that I mentioned,
we are starting to see children bene-
fiting and schools benefiting as a result
of just a small introduction of a tiny
representation of a market-based econ-
omy, and a market-based approach to
public schooling.

There is a corporate tax credit com-
ponent that we find in some States as
well that allows businesses to target
some of the most needy schools within
a State. When a corporation helps to
replace the leaky roof, for example, at
an inner city school in the city, that
corporation also receives a commensu-
rate reduction or related reduction in
their tax obligation to the Federal
Government.

The way we have structured this bill,
we actually get a two for one benefit as
a result of these kinds of investments.
In fact, our bill calls for a 50 percent
tax credit, which means for every dol-
lar donated to the school, the donor’s
tax liability to the Federal Govern-
ment is reduced by half of that
amount. From our standpoint, from
the government’s standpoint, for every
dollar that does not come to Wash-
ington to be spent on education by the
bureaucracy, $2 are spent on a child.
When we couple the Federal proposal
with what we see taking place in the
six States that I mentioned, well, the
benefit to children becomes rather dra-
matic and exciting.

Just a few weeks ago the Committee
on Education and the Workforce held a
hearing on this topic, and we heard
from at least one child that represents
several throughout the country, I am
convinced, give his opinions about the
benefit that he has received and real-
ized as a result of receiving a scholar-
ship. Here is his testimony. His name is
Joshua Holloway. He says, ‘‘I was born
in Denver. My favorite subject is foot-
ball. I am 10 years old. My mother
passed away last year. I have a brother
who is 6. His name is Jeremiah. We go
to church every Sunday. Before I go to
school, I read the Bible. I live with my
grandfather. Sometimes my cousins
come over and we play outside and play
video games. Before my mom passed
away, she told my grandfather to bring
us to Watch Care.’’

I might inject here, Watch Care is a
school in Denver, Colorado, that is a
private school and Joshua was only
able to attend because he received a
scholarship from a private education
investment organization.

‘‘We were at Watch Care before we
moved to New York. My grandpa could
not afford to pay for me and my broth-
er.’’ Mrs. Perry, who is the principal at
Watch Care Academy, told him about a
particular scholarship that exists in
Colorado. The testimony goes on: ‘‘My
grandpa applied and we received an
ACE scholarship. Jeremiah and I say
thank you. It is with your help that my
grandpa is able to bring us to this fan-
tastic school. I know my mom is happy
and thanks you also. When I grow up, I
want to be a lawyer, and then a foot-
ball player. Thank you for helping all
of the children who are getting such an
education through your program. I
want to win. This will help my grandpa
with money for Jeremiah and I.’’

He thanks us for considering these
tax credits. Joshua came and testified
before the Committee on Education
and the Workforce on April 16. His tes-
timony was moving. I think it held
most committee members spellbound,
and it spoke clearly about who bene-
fits. It is contributions to this kind of
scholarship program which will be eli-
gible for the tax credit that we are pro-
posing in the legislation.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
HOEKSTRA) was at that hearing and is
one who has been devoting a great
amount of time over the years to per-
fecting this tax credit proposal.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA).

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, as we
try to help young people like Joshua,
last week I had an opportunity to go
through a public charter school in my
hometown and explain to some of the
parents and some of the teachers and
the principal exactly what we were
looking at with the tax credit proposal.

There was a tremendous amount of
enthusiasm because they recognize
that not only would it help Joshua in
this case, but it would also help the
students at that school, a public char-
ter school, to get some additional re-
sources for some things that they felt
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that they desperately needed; and it
would not require them to go to the
taxpayers and raise the tax. It allows
them to go directly to the people who
have a vested interest in that school.
Whether it is a public charter school,
whether it is a traditional public
school, or whether it is the kind of
school that Joshua goes to, these tax
credits, number one, will provide for a
significant infusion of new money into
our local schools for all of our kids and
will get everybody vested in improving
education for every one of our kids.

The gentleman and I go through this
process each and every year where we
have the opportunity to nominate kids
to the military academies. We know
that there are some tremendous kids
coming out of our public schools. We
know that there are some tremendous
kids at the school I went to, the char-
ter school; there was someone leaving
there on June 27 to go to the Naval
Academy. They are doing a good job.
There are kids coming out of our pri-
vate and parochial schools that are
going to our academies.

When I speak with students as to why
they are in private school, they will
often say that this one just kind of fits
me better or fits what we need to get
done and what my parents thought
that I needed. I think that these dif-
ferent kinds of educational alter-
natives are tremendous, and then al-
lowing parents and others in the com-
munity to invest in these schools, to
increase the amount of money that is
going into education, without the red
tape, without the great sucking sound
which is a dollar coming into Wash-
ington, us taking our cut and feeding it
back. Actually it is a two for one. They
invest $2, and it costs Washington $1
because that is the ratio. It is a $500 do-
nation, but it is only a $250 tax credit.
It is a real win/win for the school, for
the child, for the parent, and for the
taxpayers because what we are doing is
moving more money into education,
which we have identified as one of the
most important priorities that we have
in the Nation today.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, some
Members have tried to demonize tax
credit proposals that we have seen in
the States, and even our proposal in
Washington, as a voucher. The vouch-
er, as we say, is the ‘‘V’’ word here in
Washington that has such a connota-
tion about it because there are some
many organizations that exist to pre-
vent that kind of a school choice mech-
anism from taking place.

One of the ways that they have tried
to characterize the tax credit provision
proposal that we have is by referring to
it as a voucher, but it is nothing like
that. A voucher would essentially be
effectively a taxpayer giving their cash
to the people here in Washington, and
the government here giving those dol-
lars back through a voucher, kind of a
check, that could only be spent the
way that the government says it can be
spent. We are not proposing that at all.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, the
difference between what we are trying

to do and how Members characterize
vouchers, vouchers are typically
viewed as taking the educational pie,
the amount of money that we are in-
vesting in education and redistributing
it so that means that there are some
people that are going to get less
money; and since there are new people
getting money, they are going to be
getting more money, so somebody is
going to be left out or they are going
to go home with a smaller check than
they got before.

That is not at all what we are doing
here. We are saying that there is the
money coming into Washington, about
7 percent of all the education dollars
come into Washington, and what we
are doing is saying that money is going
to stay there. We are going to keep in-
creasing that. That money has been
going up, but now we are going to cre-
ate a new educational investment fund
that is going to be driven at the local
level and not at the Washington level.
Basically, this is new money where
people are saying I am willing to con-
tribute extra money to education if I
can determine where it goes and what
it is going to be used for, and if I can
build that relationship with my local
public or private or local charter
school; and if they can come to me and
make a compelling case as to how this
is going to benefit the community and
the children in our community, I will
write that check. The states are find-
ing that they are doing it.

Mr. SCHAFFER. What we are trying
to accomplish through this legislation
is a mechanism that reflects what we
have been hearing throughout the
country as we have held field hearings
and listened to parents.

b 1815

That is, number one, they want to be
able to make the choices necessary to
advance the academic goals of their
child, but even more is this important
point. That is, that Americans are will-
ing to spend more money if the dollars
they spend really help a child. They
just do not have the faith and con-
fidence that this system I described
earlier, and illustrated through this
chart, that spending money through
the Treasury Department, politicians
in Congress, the Department of Edu-
cation, State politicians in the State
legislature, State Departments of Edu-
cation, school board members, more
politicians, schools and principals and
ultimately the child, Americans inher-
ently know that funneling cash
through this bureaucratic process
means that you have these agencies
take their cut and that the dollars that
get to a child are small.

If this process worked and these dol-
lars really did get to a child, I suppose
more Americans would feel very good
about this and comfortable with it, but
as it is now, the children do not feel
good about this, the taxpayers do not
feel good about it, some of these people
in the middle, they certainly feel good
about it because they get some of the

money, but what we have tried to do is
take this sentiment that has been ex-
pressed by taxpayers when they tell us,
if know the money is really going to
help a child, especially a poor child, I
will spend more, I am willing to spend
more, I will make the investment in
the child so that we can improve Amer-
ica and improve the education system.

I would like the gentleman to ad-
dress, if he would, the reality that al-
though I described this in kind of a
negative way, since we are talking
about new money being invested in the
child down there, we can do this with-
out really threatening the people who
like this kind of nonsense here, who
like this kind of system. We can do this
without touching this.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. That is exactly the
point that I was going to make. That
system, with the tax credit, is going to
stay in place. We are not going to take
money out of that system, although
that system takes out about a quarter
to a third of every dollar that we com-
mit to spending on education. When
the dollar starts here in Washington,
before it ever gets into a classroom, we
think we lose a third. We are not going
to get into that argument as to wheth-
er that system is effective, efficient,
and whether it is working or not be-
cause the other thing that comes along
with that is when that 67 cents get into
that local classroom, the local teacher,
the local principal, the local super-
intendent, they have been told pretty
much how to spend this money and
what they can spend it on.

We are not threatening that system.
We are leaving that system intact. We
have tried that before, saying we do
not think that system works and all of
that. We are just saying that, hey,
there appear to be a lot of people in
Washington and maybe even at the
State level and a lot of people in this
Chamber would like that process that
says, ‘‘We are willing to have 33 per-
cent of every dollar bleed off just so
that we can use that money here in
Washington to tell people what to do in
their classroom at home, we think that
is a good deal.’’ We are not going to
argue with them on that, although we
probably at times have, but that is not
what this is about.

This is saying you can keep that sa-
cred cow, you can keep that system in-
tact. What we want to do is we want to
have a system that is not going to even
come nearly as big as that one, but one
where the relationship and the linkage
is directly between the people in the
community and the school and the
children, where the local carpenter, the
local contractor, the local plumber
when they go out and do their work,
get paid, pay their taxes to Wash-
ington, if they have a little bit of extra
left, they can write a check directly to
their school and we know that they are
doing that in the six States that have
passed tax credits. They are willing to
put more money into their kids.

Mr. SCHAFFER. It is an important
distinction to make, an important
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point that I think the House needs to
keep in mind as this debate moves for-
ward and the legislation eventually
comes to the floor, that the bureau-
cratic model that exists today, it is a
problem and it ought to be fixed, I
think maybe someday it ought to be
replaced, but that is not what this tax
credit proposal does. It instead sets up
a different mechanism to fund edu-
cation and to provide this massive cash
infusion in schools in addition to that
bureaucratic model. It does so not by
changing the education laws or dealing
with redistributing the education
money that is spent currently or even
disrupting the scheduled increases in
funding for the bureaucratic model.
That is going to continue on
unimpeded, unimpaired because, as you
mentioned, there are so many people
here in Washington who like that and
support it.

But what we are suggesting is that
we can, in tandem through the Tax
Code, make the necessary changes so
that it becomes advantageous for
Americans to work hard, to donate
their cash to America’s schoolchildren,
to do it directly and bypass the bureau-
cratic model altogether.

If you need a visual of how tax cred-
its work, this is it right here.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If my colleague will
yield, because the other thing that we
know is we know what the difference
is. In your model, it goes directly from
the taxpayer, it can go directly down
to the school district. We eliminate all
this and we save that 33 percent. Actu-
ally what we do is we double it. We
take the dollar, and rather than taking
the dollar in this model where it
shrinks it down to 67 cents, what we do
in that model is we take the dollar and
we multiply it to two, so it is a great
contrast.

If the gentleman will leave the chart
up for just a second because the other
contrast is, you and I have worked
pretty hard over the last 4 or 5 years,
I think we have finally made some
progress now that we have a new ad-
ministration, but for a number of years
the money going into this system could
not be tracked. We did not know where
it went. This organization right here,
the Department of Education, could
not get a clean audit. They could not
tell us where the money went. There
were all kinds of cases of waste, fraud
and abuse, well documented. I think at
last count, 18, 21 people are pleading
guilty and have been sentenced for the
crimes that they have committed but
the accountability system really was
not here.

With Secretary Paige and all that,
we are very optimistic that they are
going to get a clean audit so they can
tell us exactly where that 33 percent
goes and we will be able to determine
whether we have value or not. But we
are not threatening this system. The
accountability model over there is very
simple. If the principal or the super-
intendent or the local school board
cannot convince the local taxpayer

that the purpose that they need the
money for is an appropriate purpose,
they do not get the money. And if at
some time in the future they get the
money and they waste it, they will
have broken trust with their constitu-
encies and they will not get another
check; whereas, if they spend it wisely
and the people say, wow, what a great
investment, they will get more.

Mr. SCHAFFER. This model that you
are displaying here, it is just imper-
sonal. Because if a school district does
a bad job and children suffer in a par-
ticular school, under this system the
schools just keep getting cash. It just
keeps coming. In some cases they actu-
ally get more. We reward failure often-
times through this process and it is too
impersonal. The people making deci-
sions up at the top end of that funnel,
or that tornado there, they are so far
removed, those of us here in Wash-
ington, you are from the State of
Michigan, I do not know your constitu-
ents in Michigan, I do not know the
names of these kids and you do not
know the names of the kids in my dis-
trict.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Yes, I know Joshua.
Mr. SCHAFFER. That is right. He

came and testified. But that is indic-
ative of a Federal system where we try
to make laws and establish policy to
help children in different neighbor-
hoods throughout America. It is too
impersonal. By the time those dollars
get to kids, there is no human connec-
tion between the people who are calling
the shots and establishing the policy
and the poor child who is either lan-
guishing or succeeding in a school. But
this model is very different because the
person who contributes the money un-
derstands the value of the donation.
And if that donation strikes them as a
good idea, a good investment, some-
thing that is yielding appreciable bene-
fits for the community and elevating
the hope and future of children, that
taxpayer is going to feel good about
that donation and they are going to
continue to make the donation. In fact,
they might even make more as time
goes by.

That is just what we have seen in the
several States that have tax credits, is
as time goes on this tax credit strategy
becomes favored over the bureaucratic
model and more taxpayers like this
system in a way that makes them feel
better, makes them more generous
with their dollars and in the end they
are getting massive quantities of cash
to the neediest children.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. The other thing
that happens and like we said earlier,
we do not threaten this system. We are
not taking money. We are not shrink-
ing this funnel. This funnel is going to
continue to grow and expand. This fun-
nel will be there for people who like
the guarantee of, yes, this money is
coming in and some of it is going to fil-
ter its way down here and when it gets
here, they are going to tell us how to
spend it. If they like that kind of
model, this model is going to stay

around. What we want to do is we want
to complement this model which you
and I have questions about, but this
model stays in place. But we are going
to complement this model with the
local control model, the parental and
local involvement as an additional in-
fusion of money so you will have
money flowing into this model and
then you will have that other chart
with this person. This is confiscation.
This guy has no choice. He has got to
put the money into here. He or she will
also have the opportunity whether
they want to send some money directly
through here, bypassing that system.

And, like I said, what we have found
in the States that have introduced the
tax credit proposal, this person when
they have got the direct ability to
make a decision as to how that money
is going to be spent and when they
know the children, they know the
schools, they know the people who are
running those schools and when those
people have built up their confidence
with their constituents, this person
will write them a check to make their
school better and to make their kids
better educated.

Mr. SCHAFFER. It is a great model.
Again I really commend the leadership
of these various States that I men-
tioned that have initiated the tax cred-
it philosophy and are seeing it work in
their States. They have done so on a
bipartisan basis. Once again, this is not
a partisan sort of thing at all. These
kids do not care whether Republicans
or Democrats introduce these bills.
What they want is they just want them
to pass.

If I can use my State as a good exam-
ple, we have got this debate taking
place in the State Legislature of Colo-
rado today. Right now it is taking
place. What we have there is a Repub-
lican in our State House of Representa-
tives who introduced this legislation
and the same bill is being carried in
our State Senate by a Democrat and a
pretty liberal one at that. So you have
both ends of the political spectrum
that are rallying around children for a
change.

That is the kind of political unity
that I think we need to see more of in
this Congress and hopefully it does not
have to only take place around trage-
dies and terrorist attacks, and we can
finally have this kind of unanimous
consent around something that is posi-
tive and something that provides hope
for the Nation, and that is our coun-
try’s children.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. What this is not
about is about process. It is not a de-
bate about process. What this is about
is making sure that we put our chil-
dren at the forefront and their edu-
cation. That is what the whole debate
always should be about. It should not
be about all these other things. It
should be how we are making sure that
every child gets a good education, that
they can all do reading, writing and
math. How do we make sure that we do
not leave a single child behind. That is
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one of the things, and that is why in
the States that they are moving to the
tax credit as a complement to the bu-
reaucratic model is that they recognize
that in too many areas we are leaving
too many kids behind.

Republicans, Democrats, liberals,
conservatives, African Americans, Cau-
casians are coming to the conclusion
together that, just like testing in and
of itself is not the total answer, just
like more money through the bureau-
cratic model is not the total answer,
tax credits, you and I, I do not think,
believe that tax credits in and of them-
selves are going to revolutionize edu-
cation. More parental involvement is
not by itself going to do it. But if you
take each of these, if you allow for
more local control, if you put in some
accountability measures so that par-
ents get a better indication as to ex-
actly how a school is performing and
how their school is performing versus
their neighboring schools, that you put
more money into the bureaucratic
model and that you put money into the
tax credit model which builds the rela-
tionship between a community and
their schools, all of these things to-
gether should move us forward more
rapidly than what we have.

The disappointing thing, and I do not
have the statistics, but is it not like
during the last 20 years, we have really
not improved at all in our test scores
and maybe in a number of areas we
have actually decreased? We have got
all this technology, we have got all of
these new capabilities and under-
standing how kids learn, and the end
result is that after learning everything
about how kids learn, you would think
we would have developed methods that
you would have seen our test scores
skyrocket.

b 1830

But they have basically stagnated or,
in some cases, they have decreased, and
that is unacceptable. There is no rea-
son why they should be stagnating or
decreasing. So there is not a single sil-
ver bullet that will fix this. But what
it is, it is taking a mixture of these
things; and in Colorado, a certain mix-
ture may work, or maybe in Denver a
certain mixture will work, and in other
parts of Colorado, something else will
work, depending on exactly what is in
the community, the state of the
schools and those types of things; and
that is what we are trying to do, is to
allow people at the local level to tailor
their educational system to meet the
needs of their students. It is not like
this is a free-for-all. They are going to
have the State regulations and the new
Federal mandates and those types of
things, but it is going to give them
more opportunity to reach for and
achieve high standards.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Absolutely. This
element of choice is really key to the
whole proposal. The reality that our
standing, when compared to our inter-
national peers, is being diminished
over time in math and science in par-

ticular, is a real problem. Not all
schools in America are culpable in that
regard. Some schools do, in fact, a
very, very good job. It is a big country.
We have lots of schools, lots of ap-
proaches, lots of managers. Most of
them are competent and, in some
cases, we find that they are not. They
tend to be isolated in urban inner city
areas, these schools that are failing to
give children a decent education. In
those cases, Americans really, the rest
of us in America need to be quite con-
cerned. We need to find ways to reach
out to these kids.

In every single State in the Union,
these scholarship organizations have
popped up that provide, that collect
private money by way of donations to
try to provide scholarships to some of
these kids trapped in the worst schools.
In fact, I have a map that was produced
by just one of the organizations. It is
called the Children’s Scholarship Fund,
and the Children’s Scholarship Fund,
again, it is just one organization that
provides scholarships. They raise pri-
vate money to provide scholarships.
This blue area, everywhere we see blue
on here tells us where they have re-
ceived applications for scholarships. It
is basically all across the country.
These red areas is where we have high
concentrations of applicants who have
applied to try to get some of these
scholarships. As my colleagues can see,
the greatest amount of interest is in
inner city areas, in Atlanta, in New
York, in Washington, in Detroit, in
Chicago, in Los Angeles, and so on.
This is where we see the greatest level
of interest is from inner city areas
where children and their parents are
applying for these scholarships so that
they can afford to go to schools of their
choice like other Americans can do.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I
think we have to be a little careful
about calling them failing schools. I
think what we have identified is that
in those areas and other areas there
are kids, for whatever reasons, that are
falling through the cracks. It could be
a problem with the schools, or it could
be other issues that are affecting it;
but in each of those areas, there are
people that are saying, man, what I
need and what I need for my kids just
is not matching what I am getting.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Exactly.
Mr. HOEKSTRA. What we are finding

then in each of these areas is we are
finding people who are going out and
embracing these kids and trying to
give them an answer to make sure that
they will enter adulthood well prepared
for high-quality, high-paying jobs.

The other thing that we will find is
that in Detroit and these types of
places, if they have identified that the
schools are part of the problem, many
of these people are also passionate
about improving their local public
schools.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Right.
Mr. HOEKSTRA. They are not giving

up on their local public schools. They
are passionately involved in fixing

their local public schools. They are
passionate about helping the kids out
that are falling through the cracks
right now. So there are a number of
different ways that they are approach-
ing it, but in no way has this become
public versus charter versus other
forms of education, versus home
schoolers. This is really a national
movement of people saying, I want to
improve education and I want to make
sure that we do not leave a single child
behind, and there is a whole range of
strategies that we need to embrace and
take a look at for making sure that
that is what happens.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, this
chart on my right is an illustration of
just one scholarship fund that exists in
America, the Children’s Scholarship
Fund. This is where the interest is and
where people have applied.

What we want to do is take a look at
how widespread this interest is and ac-
tually enhance it and improve it. Be-
cause the reality is, the scholarship
fund does not have enough money to
give to all of the children who wanted
the kind of choice that that scholar-
ship allows. This is a chart that shows
the distribution of where those scholar-
ships went; and as my colleague can
see, although it is impressive, it is in
far fewer areas than the interest indi-
cates. And by providing a tax credit,
we cannot only help this particular
fund, this is just one of them; we will
help them get more money, certainly,
so that they can make more loans; but
just imagine that there are these kinds
of organizations that exist in every sin-
gle State.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Remember, Mr.
Speaker, this is for a very narrow pur-
pose. This is for scholarship funds to
assist kids to go to a private school, a
private or parochial school. Just imag-
ine what happens now when we expand
this to a tax credit and they get a tax
benefit. These are all people who are
willing to pay more money into edu-
cation than what they do today; and if
we expand it, think of all of the people
that would be willing to pay into their
local public schools, to their private, to
the scholarship funds, for tutoring, and
those are all people who are willingly
today paying more to improve edu-
cation.

That chart would be fully red if we
would allow tax credits to go to public
education, because there are strong
constituencies and supporters of public
education around the country that,
with a tax credit, would be really moti-
vated to say, I am going to help my
local school, and this is going to be the
thing that is going to push me over.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, that is
our goal, is to change the Tax Code in
a way that makes it easier for Ameri-
cans to contribute to these kinds of or-
ganizations so that they can help more
children, not just these kinds of orga-
nizations, but also contribute directly
to schools. As shown on this map, this
is an impressive distribution of private
funds to America’s children, but it is
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possible that this entire map can be
colored solidly red with every child in
America having access to additional
funds generated through an education
tax credit, and it will benefit all chil-
dren.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, this is
what we are talking about, bringing a
massive infusion of new money into
education. This is nontax credit money
going into education for a very specific
purpose. If we do a tax credit, we will
see an entire map being red and dollars
going to help all of our kids at the
local level to make sure that we do not
leave a single child behind.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, it is
an exciting proposal and it is one that
is just a few weeks away from being in-
troduced. We expect it on the floor
sometime in June. We are very appre-
ciative of the President’s commitment,
personal commitment and obligation
to help us see this legislation passed;
and we will talk about it more over the
coming weeks.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to be here this evening, and I
thank the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. HOEKSTRA) for joining me.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE PORTER J. GOSS, MEM-
BER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRUCCI) laid before the House the fol-
lowing communication from the Honor-
able PORTER J. GOSS, Member of Con-
gress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, May 6, 2002.
Hon. DENNIS J. HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-

tify you, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, that I have
been served with a civil subpoena for docu-
ments and testimony issued by the United
States District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia.

After consulting with the Office of General
Counsel, I will make the determinations re-
quired by Rule VIII.

Sincerely,
PORTER J. GOSS,
Member of Congress.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE DAVID L. HOBSON, MEM-
BER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable DAVID L.
HOBSON, Member of Congress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, May 6, 2002.
Hon. DENNIS J. HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-

tify you, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, that I have
been served with a civil subpoena for docu-
ments and testimony issued by the United
States District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia.

After consulting with the Office of General
Counsel, I will make the determinations re-
quired by Rule VIII.

Sincerely,
DAVID L. HOBSON,

Member of Congress.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE NANCY L. JOHNSON,
MEMBER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable NANCY L.
JOHNSON, Member of Congress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, May 6, 2002.
Hon. DENNIS J. HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-

tify you, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, that I have
been served with a civil subpoena for docu-
ments and testimony issued by the United
States District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia.

After consulting with the Office of General
Counsel, I will make the determinations re-
quired by Rule VIII.

Sincerely,
NANCY L. JOHNSON,

Member of Congress.

f

MEDICARE PRESCRIPTION DRUG
BENEFIT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, this
evening I plan to spend most of the
time discussing the need for a Medicare
prescription drug benefit. I come to the
well, to the floor this evening pri-
marily because of my concern that the
House Republican leadership is talking
about, certainly presenting itself to
the media, that they intend to bring up
a prescription drug proposal at some
point over the next couple of weeks. I
am very concerned that their proposal
is really nothing more than a sham and
not something that is actually going to
benefit any significant portion of the
senior population.

I thought what I would do this
evening is that I would start out by
sort of outlining what I believe, and
what Democrats as a whole in the
House of Representatives feel we
should be doing about prescription
drugs.

First of all, I should say that the
Democrats feel very strongly that the
biggest problem with prescription
drugs is the cost. The fact of the mat-
ter is that whether one is a senior,
whether one is over 65 or whether one
is under 65, it is getting to be more and
more difficult to pay for one’s medi-
cine, because of the fact that the prices
keep going up every year. Double-digit
inflation, essentially, we have had with
regard to prescription drug prices for
the last 6 years. Every year, the cost

goes up by a double digit percentage
point. Democrats are determined to ad-
dress the cost issue and to say that
whatever benefit package we arrive at
has to address the issue of cost and try
to bring prices down.

The other major issue for Democrats
is that this plan, this prescription drug
plan or legislative proposal has to be a
Medicare proposal. In other words,
right now we have a great program
called Medicare that all seniors over 65
know that they are guaranteed certain
benefits, whether it is a hospital stay
or, if they are participating in part B
of Medicare on a voluntary basis, their
doctor bills are paid, and there is no
question about what is covered essen-
tially and is not covered, because there
is a guaranteed benefit package for
every senior, for everyone who is over
65 who is eligible for Medicare.

We insist that that be the case for
the prescription drug proposal as well.
This has to be a benefit that is added
to the Medicare program and that
every senior, just like with part B
when seniors pay so much a month at
a very minimum premium to cover
their doctor bills, that they would pay
so much per month at a very low pre-
mium to cover prescription drugs, and
they would know that they would be
able to guarantee that prescription
drugs were paid for pursuant to Medi-
care as part of their program.

The other thing that we insist on is
that this program be generous enough,
in other words, that the Federal Gov-
ernment be paying enough of the cost
of their prescription drugs so that it
makes sense for one to voluntarily pay
the monthly premium, like they do in
part B for doctor bills. In other words,
the benefit has to be significant. We
have talked about as much as 80 per-
cent of the cost. If we analogize what
we have now for part B for doctor bills,
what the Democrats are essentially
saying is that we want a prescription
drug benefit that is very similar to the
Medicare structure for doctor bills, in
other words, that there be a fairly low
premium per month, that the deduct-
ible be as low as possible, something
like what we have for part B to pay for
doctor bills; that the amount that the
Federal Government pays is signifi-
cant, probably something like 80 per-
cent with regard to part B to cover
doctor bills; we pay a premium and
when the bill comes in, the Federal
Government pays 80 percent of the
cost.

Well, that is the kind of generous
benefit that we want to provide for pre-
scription drugs, and that there be some
point, we call it a catastrophic level, at
which point if one paid so much out-of-
pocket over the course of the year,
that the Federal Government would
cover the entire cost.

Now, let me contrast what I just said
and what the Democrats would like to
see with what we are hearing from the
Republican leadership in the House. I
want to stress that what we are hear-
ing is not very good on any of these
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points. About a week ago, the House
Republicans rolled out some general
principles about what their prescrip-
tion drug program might be when they
finally introduce it; and they said, they
are trying to give the impression that
it is going to be a Medicare benefit.
They are trying to give the impression
that it is going to lower costs. They
are trying to give the impression that
we are going to have the choice of basi-
cally all drugs that would be covered
and that one can go to any pharmacy
and it is just going to operate in a way
that provides all kinds of choice. But
the reality is very different.

Let me talk about some of those
principles.

b 1845

First of all, they talk about lowering
cost, but they do not have any mecha-
nism in their proposal that addresses
cost. In other words, they are not say-
ing that the Secretary, for example, is
supposed to negotiate prices, or the
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices is supposed to negotiate prices.
They are simply talking about a dis-
count drug card.

President Bush about a year ago said
that he wanted the Federal Govern-
ment and the Medicare program to pro-
mote the discount drug cards that
some of the drug companies are now
making available to seniors. Well, that
is very nice. It is very nice that some
of the drug companies are providing a
discount drug card. I question how
much savings there really are in those
cards, but the reality is that that is
not a Medicare program, that is not a
Federal government drug benefit, to
talk about someone going out and pur-
chasing a discount card from the drug
companies, when that is already avail-
able.

The Republicans cannot kid everyone
and suggest to the American people
that somehow that is going to address
the cost issue. This is already avail-
able. They need to address the cost
issue in the context of their legisla-
tion.

The other thing they are saying is
that they are talking about this as if
somehow it is going to cover everyone
under Medicare, but if we look at what
the Republican leadership in the House
is proposing, it is not a Medicare ben-
efit at all. In fact, what it is is giving
money sort of like a voucher system to
insurance companies, hoping that they
will sell drug-only policies to a select
group of senior citizens, probably only
very low-income seniors, maybe less
than 10 percent of the senior popu-
lation.

So the Republican leadership in the
House is not talking about what I men-
tioned before, an addition to the Medi-
care program that everyone is guaran-
teed that if they sign up and pay their
premium they are going to get a guar-
anteed prescription drug benefit.

They are talking about something
like a voucher, essentially a private
program where some money would go

to insurance companies and people
would go around and try to find an in-
surance company that would cover the
prescription drugs, or perhaps an HMO.
Because it is clear they are continuing
to push HMOs and trying to get seniors
to sign up for an HMO, and they hope
that the HMO, with a little more
money from the Federal Government,
is going to provide prescription drugs.

That is not what Medicare is all
about. Medicare is a guaranteed ben-
efit. Medicare says that everyone is
covered. What the Republican leader-
ship in the House is suggesting is that
this is only going to be available to
very low-income seniors, those seniors
who are not eligible for Medicaid but
are maybe just above the Medicaid
guidelines, maybe 6, 7, 8, 10 percent of
the senior population that is not eligi-
ble for Medicaid and does not have any
kind of drug coverage.

So I just want to debunk this myth,
if you will, about what the Republicans
are really about. They are saying that
their program is going to strengthen
Medicare, but it is not going to
strengthen Medicare if now essentially
what we are talking about is
privatizing Medicare. It is not going to
strengthen Medicare if only less than
10 percent of the senior population are
going to be able to take advantage of
this program.

I want to stop my comments now be-
cause I see some of my colleagues have
joined me on the Democratic side. I
would like to have them address this
issue, and we will hopefully have a lit-
tle debate back and forth, as well.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN), who is part of our
Health Care Task Force and is a physi-
cian, and is probably more qualified as
a physician to talk about this issue
than anyone else.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me. I think our seniors are probably
the most qualified to speak, and they
have been speaking very loudly about
this issue.

I want to thank the gentleman for
tonight and all of the time laying out
the issue so clearly, showing the dif-
ference between what the Democrats
are offering and what the Republican
plan does not offer. The vouchers that
Republicans are proposing for edu-
cation will not help our children any
more than vouchers for prescription
benefits will help our seniors.

I wanted to join the gentleman here
tonight because I cannot understand,
and I am sure that people out across
America just have difficulty under-
standing, why we still have not passed
the Medicare prescription drug benefit.
I think maybe it could be just that I
have not been a legislator long enough,
I have just been one for 51⁄2 years, hav-
ing practiced up until my primary in
1996, and on a limited basis for maybe
a year after that, and I am assuming it
is because of that background why I do
not understand why it is taking us so

long, why it is taking this body so long
to respond to people who need help to
buy the medication that they need, and
who have been asking for this benefit
for such a long time now.

Let me tell the Members about how
we are trained as physicians. As physi-
cians, we are trained in medical diag-
noses. We are told to listen to our pa-
tients, to examine them, and then use
our medical knowledge to make a diag-
nosis, and then to again call on that
training to prescribe the most specific
and targeted treatment to the problem.

That is the model I used for 21 years
or more, really. I suspect that is why I
just do not understand why we are hav-
ing this problem here on Capitol Hill,
because Congress would do well, I
think, to apply some of those very
same principles to every problem that
we face in terms of legislating.

First, we should listen to our elderly
constituents, as on every other issue.
What we would hear is that they can-
not afford to buy a full month’s supply
of medication that they need to control
their blood pressure, their diabetes,
any of the other diseases that need to
be treated, or to ease pain, that would
then allow them to live full lives and
to attend to even some of the most
basic activities of daily living. Without
those medications, they might not be
able to do that. That is listening to the
patient.

Then we would examine. When we ex-
amine the issue, we would find that
most Medicare patients are on fixed in-
comes, and therefore, they have to
make untenable choices between food
and other necessities and medication.

Just to use one example, a widow liv-
ing on $12,525 a year, and that is above
the poverty level, I think it is about
150 percent of poverty level, a widow at
that income level who has acid reflux,
which causes acid and burning in the
esophagus, discomfort, to treat that
she would have to spend about $1,455 a
year. That is 12 percent of that widow’s
income on just one medication alone to
treat one illness.

In making a diagnosis, then, we
would conclude that the patient obvi-
ously needs help to pay for medications
so she can stay healthy, free of symp-
toms, and to prevent complications.

Then, finally, in seeking a remedy,
we would choose one easily accessible
and widely available. We would also
weigh the pros and cons of that rem-
edy, as in the case of medicine we
weigh the benefit and need and side ef-
fects. To me, that would lead us to con-
cluding that the best way to address
the issue of helping our seniors pay for
their medication is through a Medicare
drug benefit that is available to every
beneficiary. It cannot be through an in-
surance company.

I know that is what the Republicans
want to do is to have the vouchers, as
the gentleman says, go to the HMO to
provide the benefit. They do not want
to provide a stand-alone benefit for
prescriptions. It goes completely
against their business model, and it
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would result in lower profits. They just
will not do it. It would be like sending
my patient to a drugstore that I know
does not carry the medication. They
just would not get it there, like Amer-
ica’s seniors will not get the benefit
from the Republican prescription drug
plan.

Now I know that there is a big battle
also over the cost of the benefit pro-
vided by Medicare, but I think it is im-
portant for all of us to recognize that
it is too costly for us not to do this,
and in the not too far distant future.
The cost of not providing this benefit,
helping our seniors to be able to treat
these very important illnesses that can
cause damage to them in the future is
just something that we just cannot af-
ford to do.

When seniors, or any patient for that
matter, cannot get the medications
they need for some of the common dis-
eases, they suffer amputations, they
suffer heart disease, heart attacks,
they suffer strokes, kidney failure, and
become disabled. That costs far more
than providing a Medicare drug benefit.

We need to do prevention. We need to
put the investment up front to save
money in the long run, but more im-
portantly, I think we owe our seniors
as they approach this time in their
lives the ability to have a healthy, se-
cure quality of life. We need to make
sure that they are cared for. They have
worked hard all of their lives and they
have paid into a system that was to
make health achievable, sustainable,
and affordable.

We cannot forget about the disabled,
who also need to benefit from this, be-
cause they also have multiple issues
and needs for multiple medications
that they would not be able to afford.

The system of Medicare began in a
time when we did not have the medica-
tion we have now, and people did not
live as long or as well. We know that
we have to modernize all other sys-
tems. As times change, needs change.
The ways we meet those needs are
going to change. So why, then, are we
balking at modernizing a Medicare sys-
tem which is so vital to the well-being
of our parents, our grandparents, and
not too long from now for many of us.
At least I can speak for myself.

So I wanted to say, Mr. Speaker, to
our colleagues, that we need to pass a
prescription drug benefit that is avail-
able to every Medicare beneficiary.
That is the very least that we can do.
It is certainly more important than
providing tax cuts, and for this body to
pit the chance for a better quality of
life in what should be the golden years
in the lives of elderly Americans
against tax breaks that really help no
one should not even be an issue.

So I would urge us all not to do the
political thing but to do the right
thing, and to give our senior citizens a
full prescription benefit, the kind that
they need and they deserve.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman. I just have to re-
mark, when she talked about how

Members of Congress might have to
worry about prescription drugs or the
Medicare program and she said it was
only herself, she did not look around at
the rest of her colleagues, but we also
need to be concerned about it, because
it will impact us as well.

I just wanted to mention one thing
before I yield to the gentlewoman from
Florida. I appreciate the fact that the
gentlewoman from the Virgin Islands
brought up the preventative aspect, be-
cause many times we forget that pre-
scription drugs or medication is really
a preventative measure and that there
are huge cost savings, as with any pre-
ventative type of program.

I think in general when we look at
Medicare as a whole, we have paid too
little attention to prevention, and
whether it is home health care as op-
posed to having to be in a nursing
home, or prescription drugs.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Just take hy-
pertension and diabetes. This is some-
thing that affects all Americans, but it
affects African Americans more so be-
cause we have more difficulty access-
ing care and medication.

If we just take hypertension or diabe-
tes, either one, and the complication of
end-stage renal disease, and having to
then go on dialysis or having a kidney
transplant, the cost of providing that
benefit and controlling the blood pres-
sure or controlling the diabetes, and at
the very least, forestalling that com-
plication, but probably avoiding that
complication altogether is really im-
portant, we just cannot compare not
only the cost of the two, but we cannot
compare the quality of life of the two.

Mr. PALLONE. And the bottom line
is, I guess being a little crass talking
about the money aspect, is that the
Federal Government is paying. With
the way the system is set up, the Fed-
eral Government is paying for hospital
care and paying for a lot of the things.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. They have to
pay for dialysis three times a week.

Mr. PALLONE. And instead, overall,
the cost of paying for the prescription
drugs is actually going to save the Fed-
eral Government a lot of money. Our
problem is that when we make that
case, we are not necessarily able to
give an exact dollar figure. That makes
it more difficult to make the case.

But there is no question in my mind
that there are tremendous cost savings
to the Federal Government if we in-
clude a prescription drug benefit.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. I think it is
common sense. I do not think we really
have to provide specific numbers. I
guess someone could probably do that
for us, but it is just common sense,
with years of dialysis and many hos-
pitalizations in between, because dialy-
sis is not easy to go through, versus
providing medication that can control
the problem.

Those of us who practice know how
hard it is to make sure your patient
has a month’s supply of all of the medi-
cation they need. We try to piece sam-
ples together and do all kinds of cre-

ative things, even with medicines that
are not extremely expensive, but it is
just not possible to do that in the long
run.

Mr. PALLONE. It is just so impor-
tant in the course of the debate on
this, if we get to it in the next week or
two, that we stress that, that the pre-
ventative aspect of prescription drugs
means cost savings. There will be some
people who will say that the guaran-
teed benefit under Medicare that cov-
ers all seniors is going to be too expen-
sive, and we need to come back and say
you are going to save money.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. The HMOs are
not going to provide that type of ben-
efit. They have pretty much said that.
So as the gentleman has pointed out
and others have pointed out, to provide
it as sort of a program that has to be
accessible, like access to HMOs, one
has to shop around and get it. Many
seniors cannot even do that. Some can,
thank God, but not everyone can. But
to have to go and search, and then an
HMO does not offer it, or does not pro-
vide that many benefits. So the only
way to do it is the way the Democrats
want to do it, and that is through a full
Medicare benefit. It is voluntary, but it
is universal. It is available to everyone
on Medicare.

b 1900

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
THURMAN) who is, of course, on the
Committee on Ways and Means and has
been a leading spokesman on the needs
for prescription drugs benefit.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PALLONE) for taking the time to
organize this and bringing us together.
His commitment to this is very impor-
tant. I just want to give you some of
those numbers that we were just talk-
ing about, particularly with end stage
renal disease, because I know those
numbers, and I can tell you that for
somebody to be on dialysis, it is about
$45,000 a year that Medicare generally
pays for. And then at some point, hope-
fully, there would be the possibility of
having a transplant.

First of all, being on a list probably
is anywhere between 3 to 5 years, so we
have now spent several hundreds of
thousands of dollars doing the dialysis
part of it. Probably another hundred to
$150,000 for the transplant. And then
after that, because we passed some-
thing in the Congress a couple of years
ago that actually extended some drug
benefits for immuno-suppressant drugs,
which is something you have to have
once you have had a transplant or your
body will reject it. So the fact of the
matter is, and that is about $1,500 a
month, so you start off with the 45,000
in dialysis, you potentially go to 100,
150 a year and probably 3, 4, 5 years,
and then once you are through that,
you are probably about $1,500 a month
for maintenance of the organ so that
your body does not reject it, and that
is only $11,000.
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So once again we continue to go back

to the idea of, first of all, if they had
the medicine available to them for the
blood pressure, that would probably
help them or at least extend the life-
time of their kidneys. You would not
be looking at the long time for dialy-
sis. But once you have to go through
that, even on the other side of it, it is
still better in the final analysis to look
at the $1,500 that you would be using
for immuno-suppressant drugs.

I guess, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PALLONE), one of the things
that has me concerned is that we un-
derstand that there potentially will be
a bill brought to the floor of the House,
which is a good thing, that might give
us the opportunity to debate the issue
on prescription drugs. I have some con-
cerns because we are hearing rumors
up here that the legislation may never
even come through committee, that it
is going to be a major Medicare reform
bill with a prescription drug benefit
that will have had no ability to look at
the consequence with the committee
process which, when we are talking
about this as to which is better, what
could be better offering amendments,
giving that opportunity, making sure
that it either goes through the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and/or
through the Committee on Commerce
is a very important part of this proc-
ess. Because the other part that will
happen is that what we have seen in
the past with the Medicare bills, we
have not even had an opportunity to
offer amendments. And if I remember
correctly, and the gentleman may help
me, I do not even know that we were
offered a substitute.

Mr. PALLONE. Reclaiming my time
to respond, I think the gentlewoman
makes a very good point. I started out
this evening by saying that the Repub-
licans are talking about bringing a bill
which they have not really outlined.
They have just given vague ideas of
what it might be.

Mrs. THURMAN. They have a bill.
Mr. PALLONE. But they are not sure

they want to move it or what to do
with it.

Mrs. THURMAN. Right.
Mr. PALLONE. What I think is hap-

pening and what we were hearing last
week, they had a press conference last
week and they outlined these broad
principles which I pointed out earlier
are all essentially a sham. They talked
about that this will be a Medicare ben-
efit, but it is not guaranteed to all
Medicare beneficiaries, so how is it a
Medicare benefit? But what we are
hearing is they were supposed to bring
it directly to markup in the two com-
mittees, the Committee on Energy and
Commerce and the Committee on Ways
and Means next week, and then to the
floor before the Memorial Day recess.

And what you are pointing out, and
this is absolutely right, this is prob-
ably the most important piece of legis-
lation to deal with in this Congress.
The normal process is to have one day
of hearings, usually like months of

hearing, and then have a markup and
allow amendments and then go to the
floor. I think what you are saying is
they may not do any of that, they may
bring it directly to the floor.

I think just a couple of days ago, I
think Monday in the Congress Daily,
they pointed out that the headline said
‘‘GOP Drug Plan Faces Intra-Party
Critics.’’ The problem is that a lot of
Republicans who are more reasonable
and are really concerned about what
this is going to mean have been sug-
gesting to them that, A, that this pre-
scription drug plan is not going to help
that many seniors or that, B, the Medi-
care reform is really cutting back on
payments for hospitals or others that
have a great need.

Mrs. THURMAN. Nurses.
Mr. PALLONE. The gentlewoman is

right. They may not be able to muster
the votes in committee and they may
just take it directly to the floor, which
is a huge travesty because there will be
no debate other than on the floor,
which is not the way it is supposed to
be.

Mrs. THURMAN. And that is a con-
cern because there needs to be a de-
bate. We need to understand the cost.
We need to understand the consequence
of whatever we bring to the floor. We
need to understand if there is a market
product out there for us. I mean, one of
the problems that we have heard over
and over again is if you turn this over
to private insurance that there may
not even be a tier. It may be, oh, well,
here we go. We have got a prescription
drug plan, but it is probably not going
to start until a little bit later. And by
the time people figure it out, the fact
of the matter is there may not be an
insurance company that is willing to
provide that service without having
other areas.

They talk about the Federal health
plan. Well, the difference is that is a
whole package. We get young, we get
middle, and we get older. We get new
Federal employees. We get retired Fed-
eral employees. And the idea is that
you spread it. You have a spread over
this and that is not what is going to
happen in a Medicare or what may be
considered in a private insurance. You
are going to have one group of folks
who are, by the way, in most cases, the
seniors with the least ability to pay,
which is a fine goal, but they are also
sometimes the sickest because they
have not had the advantages, as the
doctor was pointing out, of being able
to have taken care of health care. So
their medicines, probably because they
have more complicated cases, are going
to be more expensive. And so when you
start trying to use a voucher in a sys-
tem where you have very sick and not
a cross risk, it is going to be very ex-
pensive for an insurance company or
anybody to go in and try to negotiate
for this particular group of seniors.

Mr. PALLONE. Reclaiming my time,
I think the gentlewoman is absolutely
right. If you remember, two years ago,
again, close to the election when the

Republican leadership tried to bring up
a bill, and that is what it basically
was, that we are going to give money
to insurance companies and hope that
they will cover prescription drugs and
you can shop around and see if they
will cover you. That only passed the
House and it died. But it was based at
the time on a model that was used in
the State of Nevada, and Nevada,
which had a Republican legislature and
I think a Republican governor, decided
to go this route. And for 6 months after
the governor signed it, they could not
find any insurance company that would
cover anybody. So 6 months from the
day it was in effect, there was nothing
out there for people to buy. And then
they think what they did is they tried
to get one company to cover it and
even then they could not get anybody.
So the whole thing is a huge mess and
not working.

Mrs. THURMAN. And we could say
the gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms.
BERKLEY) has given us a wonderful op-
portunity to understand what hap-
pened in Nevada. And it would seem to
me that it would be something this
Congress ought to be looking at where
the pitfalls were what happened. I
mean, correcting and not trying to
pass a model that has already failed in
one State.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I think
they have made certain changes, and I
do not know what the status is now.
But the one thing I was going to say is
that part of this is just sort of an ideo-
logical problem that the Republican
leadership has. In other words, they did
not like Medicare. Most of the Repub-
licans voted against Medicare in the
1960s or whenever it started. And it was
for ideological reasons because it was a
government-run program. And I think
that is what you are getting.

The Republican leadership just can-
not accept the fact that Medicare
works and we should add this benefit.
They think it is too much government
interference, so they are trying to send
it out to the private sector from an ide-
ological perspective.

The gentlewoman was pointing out,
and everybody is pointing out, let us
look at this practically. Let us not say
this is left wing or right wing or what-
ever it is. Medicare works. This is not
going to work, what they are pro-
posing.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman.

Mrs. THURMAN. And I think there
were some issues out here also that are
very alarming and very concerning and
certainly ones that, I think, based on
the constituency in the Fifth District
in talking with them, that they were
seeing high increases in their prescrip-
tion drugs today. I mean, we know for
a fact that they grew almost by 17 per-
cent this year. We are not seeing any-
thing in this piece of legislation that
speaks to the high cost of prescription
drugs. And so they understand that be-
cause they have constantly, and it is
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not just in the Fifth District of Flor-
ida. I mean, they get this. They under-
stand that they are paying way more
than other countries, Canada, the bor-
ders of Canada, we know what is hap-
pening over there. We know the bus-
loads of people that are going to Can-
ada to pick up their prescription drugs.
We know they are out on the Internet
to the Canadian Drug Store I think is
the name of the sites. Mexico, people
are sending overseas for these medi-
cines, not because they do not want to
be able to purchase them here, but
when they are taking two or three
medicines and they are costing 3 to
$400 with one supply being 150 and an-
other being 200 and another maybe 50,
they cannot afford it. And they under-
stand that they feel better on an every-
day basis when they have that medi-
cine being taken as the doctor has pre-
scribed it, and they understand that
they are not having complications with
their health when they are able to take
this. But at some point they just say I
cannot do this. I cannot afford to con-
tinue to do this.

The gentleman and I have talked
about this a thousand times, the
amount of people that come into our
offices, and they talk about cutting
their pills in half, they talk about tak-
ing them one every three days or one
every two days as versus every day, or
they may take one a day instead of
three a day just for that. But then you
also hear, because it is sometimes just
not one person in that family that is
on medications, it is two.

I actually get stories, I had a daugh-
ter write to me about her parents, tell-
ing me how important having a Medi-
care prescription drug benefit was. She
was watching her mother not get her
medicines to make sure that her hus-
band, the daughter’s father, who had
more complications, had his medicines
so she could keep him alive. I mean,
that was the sacrifice that she was
making in her mind that was impor-
tant. To the daughter it was a trav-
esty. She was watching her parents lit-
erally have to choose, one being just
able to sustain their lives because of
medicines because they could not af-
ford it all, or to choose that one could
not have that same advantage. And I
am not seeing anything in any of these
pieces of legislation. In fact, quite the
contrary in some ways. We are not see-
ing the ability for any concerns about
the rising cost.

Now, in saying that, let me also sug-
gest for a moment that this is not just
Medicare at this point. The rising cost
issue is a family issue. It is a business
issue. We have corporate citizens in
this country that are trying their level
best to provide health care benefits to
their employees. They want to do it.
They think it is the right thing.

b 1915

Two things are happening. GM came
in the other day to testify before the
committee. They said that their Medi-
care or their prescription drug bill

went up $508 million last year. How do
they continue to offer good benefits
with a prescription drug without cut-
ting other benefits in their plan so that
they can continue to offer a prescrip-
tion drug?

Well, one of the pharmaceutical com-
panies was there and said, well, there
are ways to do that. They can nego-
tiate, they can look at utilization, they
can provide copayments, they can do
different things. And when we asked
GM what they were doing, they said,
We are already doing those things. We
are doing the things that we feel are
what they have told us would be good
business practices.

Well, there really was not an answer
to the question then to the company
when we said, so, if they are doing all
of these things, then what is the an-
swer? They had no answer, and so there
are issues out there.

AARP just did an article a couple of
months ago talking about the costs,
what was included in this cost. It was
the advertising, and I would maybe not
even call it advertising, but a mar-
keting tool, that they called research.
It is called research but it is research
marketing, marketing research. So
they know what they can sell to, what
they can do; and so they use that as
kind of their shield.

What were the numbers we heard? I
do not know if my colleague heard, it
is about, what, Pepsi-Cola versus, I
guess I do not know if I can talk about
brand names, but the idea is that there
are companies that are spending 10, $20
million less in a year than one com-
pany maybe on a couple of different
medicines.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, this came up in the other
body, I cannot mention the name of the
other body, other side of the Capitol
and the point was, as my colleague
knows, is the drug companies, the
brand-name drug companies always say
that they need to charge more because
of research and development, when in
reality what we know is a lot of the
extra cost is just for advertising so
that they can advertise the name-
brand drug rather than the generic
drug; and one of the ways that they
could reduce costs is if they tried to
encourage more use of generics, obvi-
ously; or I think in the Senate there
was a proposal, which I think is a great
idea, to say that that someone cannot
take a tax deduction for advertising. In
other words, someone can take a tax
deduction for money they expend on re-
search and development, but not for
advertising.

We, essentially, through the Tax
Code, I am talking to a Ways and
Means member now so I want to be
careful here, but essentially encourage
through the Tax Code that they adver-
tise as much as they like because they
get some sort of credit or deduction for
it. I do not know exactly how it works.

I wanted to say, if I could, to com-
ment on what the gentlewoman talked
about when she talked about the costs

and the pricing because I started out
tonight saying that the biggest sort of
sham out here is that when the Presi-
dent about a year ago talked about
promoting the discount card, which a
lot of the drug companies are now of-
fering, he talked about that as sort of
an interim measure. In other words, we
have not got a prescription drug pro-
gram now, so until we do, until Con-
gress passes it, let us promote this dis-
count card because at least there will
be some savings, which I questioned,
but in case it is not the government
helping in any way, this is what the
drug companies are doing.

Now, when the Republicans unveiled
their sort of principles last week, the
card became their cost-containment
mechanism, which is ridiculous be-
cause the government is not doing any-
thing; and then as my colleague says,
the Republicans act as if there is no
way they can influence the price. That
is nonsense.

If we set up the guaranteed benefit
under Medicare, we now have 40 million
seniors, and the Secretary of Health
and Human Services has an incredible
bargaining, negotiating ability because
he represents those 40 million seniors,
and he can certainly take actions that
would result in lower prices.

Mrs. THURMAN. That is exactly
right, and this is not a model that
quite frankly is obscure in this govern-
ment. It is going on.

We are seeing it within the VA sys-
tem. The VA system, in fact, does just
that. They negotiate for military retir-
ees and veterans for the purposes of
buying medicines. We do it. We already
do it, and it works; and because of it,
we have been able to really expand.
And for military retirees, they now
have a prescription drug benefit that
costs them $3 for a generic, $9 for a
brand name a month or they can do a
mail order, which would be for a 3-
month period, $3 for generic and $9 for
brand name over a 3-month period.

So there are very good things going
on and standards that have already
been set by the Federal Government
for some parts. Then if we thought
about it, if then we are negotiating for,
I think it is, something like 22, 25 mil-
lion veterans, plus 40 million Medicare,
we now have a very good possibility of
looking at some things that could hap-
pen or we can do, I think, what the
gentleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) has
talked about, certainly looking at
what the costs are in other countries,
and at least making it so those costs
were no different here than they were
there, whether it be Canada, Mexico,
UK, whatever, having that a possibility
out there.

There are just things, but it kind of
goes back to what we talked about. We
are not having a debate. I think what
is so frustrating about this is everyone
in this House, to my knowledge, prob-
ably went home and talked about a
prescription drug benefit in the last
campaign. They said this is something
that was needed. So we can have the
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debate with our constituents at home
as to what is good and right and the
kinds of ideas.

Our constituents have so much to
offer us in this debate. Then why can
we not we have a real debate in the
Congress?

It may not be that we are so far apart
in some of these ideas. The first
premise is we agree that there should
be a prescription drug benefit. It is how
we get into the details of it.

So why can we not sit down and get
out ideas of how things should be one
way or another? Throw everything on
the table, set it down, come in, see
what is working, looking at what is
happening in other parts of govern-
ment, where we are successful; where
we are successful in the private sector;
where we are successful with Federal
employees; where are we doing the
right things; where are the areas that
are not successful. Look at those. What
is happening? Go in and talk to some of
these corporations that are trying to
negotiate and are trying to do the
right things to make sure that they
have a prescription drug benefit for
their employees.

They are experiencing right now
what we need to be addressing, and I
am just very frustrated that we may
not even have the opportunity to have
this debate, that it may be we come
out here, no work in the committee.
We come down to the floor, we have an
hour debate on the rule and an hour de-
bate on the bill, maybe 2 hours, that is
a Medicare bill, that quite frankly will
probably talk about prescription drugs.
We will not even get the opportunity to
really talk about what potentially hap-
pens at nursing homes, what kind of
cuts are happening with hospitals, if
there is going to be some kind of a co-
payment for home health care. We are
going to hear prescription drugs, and
we are not even going to give a full de-
bate and disclosure of what is going to
be in other parts of this piece of legis-
lation.

These are critical issues that are dev-
astating and potentially could be dev-
astating to the infrastructure of our
seniors in this country. They deserve a
strong and lively debate and being able
to point out where we think there are
pitfalls, where the issues are; and we
ought to be able to have that oppor-
tunity.

Mr. PALLONE. I agree, and I am
very fearful about what the gentle-
woman says, which is that essentially
with what the Republican leadership is
doing here, they just want to bring up
a bill so they can say they passed
something, send it over to the other
body and have it die.

Mrs. THURMAN. Just to say that the
Senate has it.

Mr. PALLONE. I think that is what
we are headed for. Hopefully, we are
wrong and maybe we are too cynical
and we can be optimistic. I have the
same fear my colleague does.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, the
only thing I would say then is maybe

us being here tonight and talking
about this issue, maybe it will give
some pause; and maybe we will have
the opportunity to have that debate.

Mr. PALLONE. I hope so. I am eter-
nally the optimist, as I know my col-
league is, too.

Let me yield to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. PHELPS).

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Speaker, I first
thank both of my colleagues for giving
me the opportunity to speak on what I
believe is one of the most important
issues facing our Nation today. The
time has certainly come for us to im-
plement a real prescription drug plan
for seniors.

Let me talk a little bit about, on a
personal note, a couple I know and
their experience. John and Ann Craig
are residents of a little town called
Muddy, Illinois, just a neighboring
town out of my hometown in southern
Illinois, Eldorado. The Craigs suffer
from a combination of diseases, includ-
ing diabetes, heart disease, and high
blood pressure. His medication runs
around $450 each month. They pay a
total of $1,300 a month for prescription
drugs and receive a mere $700 in Social
Security.

The Craigs own a small farm where
they have worked hard most of their
lives. However, their overwhelming
pharmacy bills have effectively ruined
any chance of worry-free retirement
because most of their savings has al-
ready been used on medication. This is
just one example of the unnecessary
hardships our citizens are facing due to
overpriced prescription drugs.

There are many examples of other
senior citizens I can give my colleague.

The issue of an affordable prescrip-
tion drug plan for seniors is not just
going to go away, and folks like John
and Ann Craig are going to continue to
spend their life savings on medication.
Our citizens are depending on us to
work together to come up with a plan
that will bring them prescription drugs
at a price they can afford and a price
that does not take a large chunk out of
their monthly budget that would nor-
mally be spent on food and other neces-
sities.

So we need a plan that is fairly easy
and will benefit all seniors. Our Na-
tion’s seniors have enough to worry
about without having to figure out
where they fit into a complicated pre-
scription drug plan.

We have a moral and ethical respon-
sibility to look out for our seniors, and
we must implement a plan that will
benefit each and every senior that is
paying ridiculous prices for their nec-
essary medications. It is time that we
get together and work on a plan that is
reasonable and a bipartisan approach.
Stop pointing fingers and let us try to
get it down to what is real for Ameri-
cans like John and Ann Craig.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank my colleague from Illinois for
joining us. I know we only have a few
minutes left.

I just wanted to, in ending this Spe-
cial Order tonight, if I could just de-

velop a little bit one of the points that
he made.

Part of the reason why the Demo-
cratic proposal and what the Demo-
crats have been talking about tonight
is so much better than what the Repub-
licans have been proposing is because
of its simplicity. We know that right
now under the existing Medicare pro-
gram it is very easy for the average
senior to sign up, be part of the pro-
gram and benefit from the program.

All seniors and even the disabled who
are under 65 that are eligible for Medi-
care know that their hospitalization is
covered. They know that if they pay a
premium, I think it is about $40 a
month for part B to cover their doctor
bills, that they will have a guaranteed
benefit and that the Federal Govern-
ment will pay 80 percent of the cost of
their doctor bills, and that if they are
in a traditional fee-for-service plan,
rather than an HMO, which most sen-
iors are still in the traditional Medi-
care fee-for-service program, that they
can go to any doctor, they can go to
any hospital and Medicare is going to
cover it.

What we are saying as Democrats is
we want to build on that very success-
ful Medicare model which is very easy
for seniors to understand and take ad-
vantage of and say if someone pays a
premium of say 25, $30 a month for
their prescription drugs, then they will
be guaranteed a generous portion of
that; say, maybe 80 percent or so is
going to be covered by the Federal
Government.

b 1930
And that after your first $100 deduct-

ible you can be guaranteed that your
prescription drugs are going to be paid
for in that way. Very simple model. It
is the existing Medicare program;
builds on it. Forget the ideology, just
do it. That is what the Democrats are
saying. Do it for every senior; everyone
who is eligible for Medicare.

Now, my colleague from Illinois said,
well, the seniors are concerned about
not wanting to have to do some com-
plicated plan. Well, that is what the
Republicans are saying. They are say-
ing forget the Medicare model, we are
going to throw some money somehow
to some insurance companies and we
are hoping that the insurance compa-
nies will provide some sort of benefit,
but we are not guaranteeing they are
going to cover all drugs or any par-
ticular kinds of drugs. We are not guar-
anteeing there will be any kind of par-
ticular premium structure or what the
level of the Federal Government’s con-
tribution is going to be.

And the seniors are supposed to shop
around. These seniors, who are now 70,
80 years old, and they are supposed to
shop around to see if there is some
kind of insurance program that they
can get. Now, I know some seniors are
going to be able to do that, but I would
say there are a lot that are not going
to be able to, and are going to find
when they are shopping that they do
not find a plan that is even available.
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I know my Republican colleagues

will say, well, they can always go to an
HMO. But remember that HMOs in-
creasingly are not available in a lot of
parts of the country, and more and
more HMOs are dropping seniors and do
not want to offer to senior citizens. So
the complication that my colleague
from Illinois talks about for seniors,
that complication is multiplied so
much by what the Republicans seem to
be proposing.

And the real answer is to go back to
the very simple program, the model
that we have now that has worked so
successfully for the last 30 years, and
that is Medicare. That is all that the
Democrats are asking for. And, hope-
fully, if this does come up in the next
week or two, we can make that point
about why a guaranteed Medicare plan
is so superior to whatever proposal the
Republican leadership is bringing up.

I guess I would just conclude by say-
ing as much as I do not like to be cyn-
ical, I believe that the Republican pro-
posal really is nothing more than an ef-
fort to show that they are doing some-
thing and that they fully understand
that their proposal is not going to go
anywhere and will never be enacted
into law. So that is a shame, too, to
think they are being very cynical and
bringing this up as we get close to the
election, rather than trying to put
something together on a bipartisan
basis that actually can be signed into
law.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRUCCI). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule I,
the Chair declares the House in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 33 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

f
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. HASTINGS of Washington)
at 11 o’clock and 33 minutes p.m.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4546, BOB STUMP NATIONAL
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2003

Mrs. MYRICK, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 107–450) on the resolution (H.
Res. 415) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 4546) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2003 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of
Defense, and for military construction,
to prescribe military personnel
strengths for fiscal year 2003, and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. CARSON of Indiana (at the request
of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today before 1:30
p.m. on account of official business in
the district.

Mr. HALL of Ohio (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT) for today on account of
attending ambassador school.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. CARSON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mrs. CAPPS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. HOYER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today.
The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. SCHAFFER) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:

Mr. WOLF, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at their own

request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mrs. JONES of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. STRICKLAND, for 5 minutes,

today.

f

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 410. An act to amend the Violence
Against Women Act of 2000 by expanding the
legal assistance for victims of violence grant
program to include legal assistance for vic-
tims of dating violence; to the Committee on
Judiciary.

f

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. Trandahl, Clerk of the House, re-
ported and found truly enrolled bills of
the House of the following titles, which
were thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 2048. An act to require a report on the
operations of the State Justice Institute.

H.R. 2305. An act to authorize certain fed-
eral officials with responsibility for the ad-
ministration of the criminal justice system
of the District of Columbia to serve on and
participate in the activities of the District of
Columbia Criminal Justice Coordinating
Council, and for other purposes.

H.R. 3525. An act to enhance the border se-
curity of the United States, and for other
purposes.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Jeff Trandahl, Clerk of the House re-
ports that on May 7, 2002 he presented
to the President of the United States,
for his approval, the following bills.

H.R. 169. To require that Federal agencies
be accountable for violations of antidiscrimi-
nation and whistleblower protection laws; to
require that each Federal agency post quar-
terly on its public Web site, certain statis-
tical data relating to Federal sector equal
employment opportunity complaints filed
with such agency; and for other purposes.

H.R. 495. To designate the Federal building
located in Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas,
United States Virgin Islands, as the ‘‘Ron de
Lugo Federal Building’’.

H.R. 819. To designate the Federal building
located at 143 West Liberty Street, Medina,
Ohio, as the ‘‘Donald J. Pease Federal Build-
ing’’.

H.R. 3093. To designate the Federal build-
ing and United States courthouse located at
501 Bell Street in Alton, Illinois, as the ‘‘Wil-
liam L. Beatty Federal Building and United
States Courthouse’’.

H.R. 3282. To designate the Federal build-
ing and United States courthouse located at
400 North Main Street in Butte, Montana, as
the ‘‘Mike Mansfield Federal Building and
United States Courthouse’’.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 34 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, May 9, 2002, at 9 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

6676. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Defense
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement;
Acquisition of Commercial Items [DFARS
Case 95-D712] received April 22, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Armed Services.

6677. A letter from the Counsel for Regula-
tions, Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Strengthening the Title I Prop-
erty Improvement and Manufactured Home
Loan Insurance Programs and Title I Lender/
Title II Mortgagee Approval Requirements
[Docket No. FR-4246-F-02] (RIN: 2502-AG95)
received April 22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

6678. A letter from the Counsel for Regula-
tions, Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Real Estate Settlement Proce-
dure Act Statement of Policy 2001-1: Clari-
fication of Statement of Policy 1999-1 Re-
garding Lender Payments to Mortgage Bro-
kers, and Guidance Concerning Unearned
Fees Under Section 8(b) [Docket No. FR-4714-
N-01] (RIN: 2502-AH74) received April 22, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

6679. A letter from the Director, Corporate
Policy and Research Department, Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, transmitting
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the Corporation’s final rule — Benefits Pay-
able in Terminated Single-Employer Plans;
Allocation of Assets in Single-Employer
Plans; Interest Assumptions for Valuing and
Paying Benefits — received April 22, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

6680. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Med-
ical Devices; Gastroenterology-Urology De-
vices; Classification of the Ingestible
Telemetic Gastrointestinal Capsule Imaging
System [Docket No. 01P-0304] received April
22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

6681. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Air Force’s Proposed Letter(s) of Offer
and Acceptance (LOA) to Oman for defense
articles and services (Transmittal No. 02-16),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

6682. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a copy of Transmittal
No. 17-02 informing of an intention to sign
Amendment Number One to the Memo-
randum of Understanding between the
United States, Australia, and the United
Kingdom concerning Cooperation in Naviga-
tion Warfare Technology Demonstrator and
System Prototype Projects, pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2767(f); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

6683. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a copy of Transmittal
No. 13-02 informing of an intention to sign an
Amendment to the Memorandum of Under-
standing between the United States, the
United Kingdom, Canada and Turkey con-
cerning the Cooperative Framework for the
System Development and Demonstration
(SDD) Phase of the Joint Strike Fighter
(JSF) Program and the Netherlands Supple-
ment between the United States and The
Netherlands, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2767(f); to
the Committee on International Relations.

6684. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to Russia, Ukraine, Norway and the
Cayman Islands [Transmittal No. DTC 23-02],
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

6685. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to Russia [Transmittal No. DTC 22-
02], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

6686. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to Spain [Transmittal No. DTC 014-
02], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

6687. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit-
ting the Month in Review: January 2002 Re-
ports, Testimony, Correspondance, and Other
Publications; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

6688. A letter from the Executive Secretary
and Chief of Staff, Agency For International
Development, transmitting a report pursu-
ant to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of
1998; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

6689. A letter from the Director, Office of
White House Liaison, Department of Com-
merce, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

6690. A letter from the Assistant Director,
Executive and Political Personnel, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting a report pur-
suant to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act
of 1998; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

6691. A letter from the Chair, Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission, trans-
mitting the Fiscal Year 2001 Annual Pro-
gram Performance Report; to the Committee
on Government Reform.

6692. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Communications Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s FY 2001 Annual Program
Performance Report; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

6693. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit-
ting the Month in Review: October 2001 Re-
ports, Testimony, Correspondence, and Other
Publications; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

6694. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Prevailing Rate Systems;
Definition of San Joaquin County, Cali-
fornia, as a Nonappropriated Fund Wage
Area (RIN: 3206-AJ35) received April 9, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

6695. A letter from the General Counsel,
Peace Corps, transmitting a report pursuant
to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998;
to the Committee on Government Reform.

6696. A letter from the General Counsel,
Peace Corps, transmitting a report pursuant
to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998;
to the Committee on Government Reform.

6697. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area
630 of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No.
011218304-1304-01; I.D. 030102B] received April
22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

6698. A letter from the Director, Policy Di-
rectives and Instructions Branch, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Requiring Change of Sta-
tus from B to F-1 or M-1 Nonimmigrant
Prior to Pursuing a Course of Study [INS No.
2195-02] (RIN: 1115-AG60) received April 9,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

6699. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
VISAS: Passports and Visas Not Required for
Certain Nonimmigrants--Visa Waiver Pro-
gram — received April 10, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

6700. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; BAE Systems (Operations) Lim-
ited Model BAe 146 Series Airplanes and
Model Avro 146-RJ Series Airplanes [Docket
No. 2001-NM-186-AD; Amendment 39-12666; AD
2002-04-09] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 16,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

6701. A letter from the Acting Deputy Gen-
eral Counsel, Office of Disaster Assistance,
Small Business Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule — Dis-
aster Loan Program (RIN: 3245-AE82) re-
ceived April 22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Small
Business.

6702. A letter from the Acting Director Of-
fice of Regulatory Law, Department of Vet-
erans’ Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Policy Regarding Par-
ticipation in National Practitioner Data
Bank (RIN: 2900-AJ76) received April 22, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

6703. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting the Department’s legislative proposal
entitled ‘‘The Child Obscenity and Pornog-
raphy Prevention Act of 2002’’; jointly to the
Committees on the Judiciary and Education
and the Workforce.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of

committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. OXLEY: Committee on Financial Serv-
ices. H.R. 2941. A bill to facilitate the provi-
sion of assistance by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development for the
cleanup and economic redevelopment of
brownfields; with an amendment (Rept. 107–
448). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. TAUZIN: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. H.R. 3833. A bill to facilitate the
creation of a new, second-level Internet do-
main within the United States country code
domain that will be a haven for material
that promotes positive experiences for chil-
dren and families using the Internet, pro-
vides a safe online environment for children,
and helps to prevent children from being ex-
posed to harmful material on the Internet,
and for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 107–449). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mrs. MYRICK: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 415. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4546) to authorize
appropriations for fiscal year 2003 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of Defense,
and for military construction, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for fiscal year
2003, and for other purposes (Rept. 107–450).
Referred to the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public

bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. STEARNS (for himself, Mr.
BOUCHER, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
BASS, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mrs. BONO, Mr.
DEAL of Georgia, Ms. ESHOO, Mr.
GILLMOR, Mr. GORDON, Mr. GREEN-
WOOD, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. MORAN of
Virginia, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. TERRY,
Mr. UPTON, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon,
Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr. WELLER,
and Mr. DAN MILLER of Florida):

H.R. 4678. A bill to protect and enhance
consumer privacy, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. GEKAS:
H.R. 4679. A bill to amend title 18, United

States Code, to provide a maximum term of
supervised release of life for child sex offend-
ers; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BAIRD (for himself and Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina):
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H.R. 4680. A bill to authorize appropria-

tions for the Advanced Technological Edu-
cation Program, to amend the Scientific and
Advanced-Technology Act of 1992 to further
strengthen science, mathematics, and tech-
nology education at the Nation’s associate-
degree-granting colleges, to establish an ad-
visory committee to help guide implementa-
tion of the Advanced Technological Edu-
cation Program, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Science, and in addition
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. ENGLISH (for himself, Mr. BOR-
SKI, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
COYNE, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. FATTAH, Mr.
GEKAS, Mr. GREENWOOD, Ms. HART,
Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. MURTHA,
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
PITTS, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. SHERWOOD,
Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr.
WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
SOUDER, and Mr. TRAFICANT):

H.R. 4681. A bill to establish the Fort
Presque Isle National Historic Site in the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. MURTHA:
H.R. 4682. A bill to revise the boundary of

the Allegheny Portage Railroad National
Historic Site, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself and Mr.
SHAYS):

H.R. 4683. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to clarify that
fill material cannot be comprised of waste;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

By Mr. PALLONE:
H.R. 4684. A bill to amend title XVIII of the

Social Security Act and the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 to im-
prove access to health insurance and Medi-
care benefits for individuals ages 55 to 65 to
be fully funded through premiums and anti-
fraud provisions, to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to provide financial as-
sistance for those individuals who are too
poor to afford the premiums, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committees on
Energy and Commerce, and Education and
the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. TOOMEY (for himself, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. KERNS, Mrs.
CUBIN, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. SCHAFFER,
and Mr. CANTOR):

H.R. 4685. A bill to amend title 31, United
States Code, to expand the types of Federal
agencies that are required to prepare audited
financial statements; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

By Mr. WATKINS:
H.R. 4686. A bill to direct the Secretary of

Energy to convey a parcel of land at the fa-
cility of the Southwestern Power Adminis-
tration in Tupelo, Oklahoma; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. BACA (for himself, Mr. ORTIZ,
Mr. SERRANO, Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA, and
Mr. HINOJOSA):

H. Con. Res. 398. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the historical significance of the

Mexican holiday of Cinco de Mayo; to the
Committee on International Relations.

By Mrs. KELLY:
H. Con. Res. 399. Concurrent resolution rec-

ognizing and supporting the efforts of the
State of New York to develop the National
Purple Heart Hall of Honor in New Windsor,
New York, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. SHOWS:
H. Con. Res. 400. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress regarding the
unfair Russian Federation ban on the impor-
tation of United States poultry; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 123: Mr. CANNON.
H.R. 459: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
H.R. 510: Mr. COSTELLO and Mrs. CLAYTON.
H.R. 730: Mr. LYNCH.
H.R. 902: Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. NUSSLE,

Mr. GOODE, and Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota.
H.R. 945: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, and

Mr. BERMAN.
H.R. 975: Mr. BARRETT.
H.R. 1011: Mr. FRANK.
H.R. 1073: Mr. SHIMKUS.
H.R. 1094: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.
H.R. 1106: Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 1172: Mr. NORWOOD and Mr. GONZALEZ.
H.R. 1202: Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr.

KILDEE, and Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut.
H.R. 1212: Mr. PICKERING.
H.R. 1382: Mrs. DAVIS of California.
H.R. 1400: Mr. HOLDEN and Mr. CRAMER.
H.R. 1452: Mr. OSE.
H.R. 1515: Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 1520: Mr. HOBSON.
H.R. 1556: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

Texas and Mrs. CAPITO.
H.R. 1581: Mr. DEAL of Georgia and Mr.

SNYDER.
H.R. 1650: Mr. SERRANO.
H.R. 1723: Mr. LUTHER, Mr. PETERSON of

Minnesota, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.
SWEENEY, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. LARSEN
of Washington, and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H.R. 1724: Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 1822: Mr. DOYLE.
H.R. 1887: Mr. FRANK.
H.R. 1904: Mr. DELAHUNT.
H.R. 1931: Mr. TIAHRT.
H.R. 1983: Mr. ENGLISH.
H.R. 1987: Mr. POMEROY.
H.R. 2012: Mr. ACKERMAN.
H.R. 2037: Mr. WELLER, Mr. SMITH of Michi-

gan, and Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 2063: Mr. DINGELL.
H.R. 2466: Mr. HAYES.
H.R. 2484: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. WEINER, Mrs.

CLAYTON, and Mr. JEFFERSON.
H.R. 2573. Ms. BROWN of Florida.
H.R. 2662: Mr. CLAY.
H.R. 2714: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia

and Mr. WALDEN of Oregon.
H.R. 2820: Mr. DELAHUNT and Ms. LEE.
H.R. 2901: Mr. BEREUTER.
H.R. 3238: Mr. SHAYS and Mr. KENNEDY of

Rhode Island.
H.R. 3320: Mr. GOODE and Mr. SESSIONS.
H.R. 3333: Mr. PITTS.
H.R. 3335: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 3414: Ms. MCCOLLUM.
H.R. 3534: Mr. FILNER.
H.R. 3704: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 3713: Mr. VITTER.
H.R. 3717: Mr. GUTKNECHT.
H.R. 3752: Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.

GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. BARRETT, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. HARMAN, and Mr.
GONZALEZ.

H.R. 3828: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. FILNER, Mr. GREEN of Texas,
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. BACA,
Mrs. CLAYTON, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. PASTOR,
Ms. SOLIS, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. LEE, and
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 3831: Mr. KING.
H.R. 3834: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. KILDEE,

Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. PASTOR, and Mr. BALDACCI.
H.R. 3884: Mr. FROST.
H.R. 3887: Mr. MOORE, Mr. LEVIN, Ms.

DELAURO, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. PAYNE, Mrs.
KELLY, and Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 3917: Mr. RAMSTAD.
H.R. 3940: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.
H.R. 3957: Mr. KOLBE.
H.R. 3989: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.
H.R. 3995: Mr. SAXTON, Mr. SUNUNU, and

Mr. BURR of North Carolina.
H.R. 4012: Mr. DEAL of Georgia.
H.R. 4027: Mr. TIAHRT.
H.R. 4046: Mr. FILNER.
H.R. 4061: Mr. PLATTS, Mr. GILLMOR, and

Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 4076: Mr. HAYWORTH.
H.R. 4078: Mr. STARK and Mr. SANDERS.
H.R. 4098: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 4104: Mr. SMITH of Washington.
H.R. 4123: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs.

CHRISTENSEN, Mr. OWENS, Mr. BALDACCI, and
Mr. FROST.

H.R. 4169: Mr. PITTS.
H.R. 4187: Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. BARRETT,

and Mr. PAUL.
H.R. 4260: Mr. TERRY.
H.R. 4374: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.

ISAKSON, and Mr. PAYNE.
H.R. 4479: Mr. BALDACCI.
H.R. 4481: Mr. STUMP and Mr. FROST.
H.R. 4575: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. GREEN of Texas,

Mr. MCNULTY, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
FARR of California, Mr. PENCE, and Mr.
CROWLEY.

H.R. 4585: Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota.
H.R. 4594: Ms. SANCHEZ.
H.R. 4604: Mr. NORWOOD.
H.R. 4635: Mr. HAYES, Mr. BARTLETT of

Maryland, and Mr. TANCREDO.
H.R. 4642: Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. GOODE, and

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.
H.R. 4643: Mr. MCGOVERN.
H.R. 4646: Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. KANJORSKI,

Mr. FRANK, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
LANGEVIN, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY.

H.R. 4665: Mr. MCNULTY.
H.R. 4667: Mr. FORBES and Mrs. JOHNSON of

Connecticut.
H.R. 4669: Mr. FROST, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms.

NORTON, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. BROWN of Ohio,
and Mr. BONIOR.

H. Con. Res. 315: Mr. SESSIONS.
H. Con. Res. 345: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.
H. Con. Res. 359: Mr. GORDON.
H. Con. Res. 368: Mr. DUNCAN.
H. Con. Res. 375: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of

Texas, Mr. ROYCE, and Mr. SCHROCK.
H. Con. Res. 385: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. KIL-

DEE, Mrs. MORELLA, and Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey.

H. Con. Res. 390: Mr. LAMPSON.
H. Con. Res. 394: Mr. TIAHRT.
H. Res. 398. Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. OSBORNE,

and Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
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